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PREFACE 

This volume of essays from the symposium “To Preserve 

and Protect:The Strategic Stewardship of Cultural Resources,” 

held at the Library of Congress October 30—31, 2000, records 

an important event that complemented an array of celebratory 

and intellectually engaging activities held during the Library’s 

bicentennial year. In affiliation with the Association of Re¬ 

search Libraries and the Federal Library and Information Cen¬ 

ter Committee, the Library turned to recognized scholars, ex¬ 

perts, and professionals to examine some of the pressing issues 

facing libraries as they enter the twenty-first century. We con¬ 

vened outstanding thinkers from all over the world for our 

symposia on “Frontiers of the Mind,” “Informing the Con¬ 

gress and Nation,” “Democracy and the Rule of Law in a 

Changing World Order,” “Poetry and the American People,” 

and the “National Libraries of the World.” These dialogues set 

the stage for the bicentennial symposium on preserving and 

protecting our cultural heritage assets. 

As guardians of so much of the physical record of the past, 

libraries have special obligations and opportunities to preserve 

and protect our cultural heritage. Whereas the Library of 

Congress and other research libraries may have distinct—even 

unique—collections, we all share a common responsibility to 

preserve the breadth and depth of the human record. The 

critic Northrop Frye once said that “the only crystal ball is a 
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rearview mirror.” It has to be a wide mirror so that all forms 

of past expression and creativity are encompassed. Measures 

must be taken to ensure that this record is preserved and 

transmitted from generation to generation. To achieve any¬ 

thing less diminishes the record we pass on to our children. 

To develop a strategy to address the array of concerns as¬ 

sociated with the preservation and safekeeping of cultural 

heritage assets, the Library of Congress has identified four in¬ 

terrelated components: physical security, bibliographic con¬ 

trols, inventory controls, and preservation. 

Traditionally, when we thought of the security of our col¬ 

lections, we focused on physical security controls. In develop¬ 

ing a comprehensive collections security program beginning 

in the 1990s, we realized we needed to integrate the other 

three components as well. But physical security remains key. 

We must first ensure the security of our facilities so that our 

staff, visitors, and collections are safe. The Library has devel¬ 

oped a comprehensive program—accelerated in the last sever¬ 

al years because of harrowing events on our shores and at the 

Capitol complex itself—to enhance our physical security. 

For the other three components, the Library continues 

expanding its programs. In 1999, we successfully launched the 

Integrated Library System to enhance the Library’s biblio¬ 

graphic and item-tracking controls. In the same year, our 

preservation program preserved close to 500,000 items, work¬ 

ing in a number of areas, including mass deacidification, con¬ 

servation treatment, microfilming, and binding. In addition, 

we are developing new state-of-the-art collection-storage fa¬ 

cilities outside of Washington, D.C., that will protect books 

and audiovisual materials for future generations through care¬ 

fully controlled environmental conditions. These measures 

will serve not only our mandate to preserve the Library’s col¬ 

lections for use by Congress and the American people, but 

also colleagues in cultural institutions locally, nationally, and 
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internationally as they, too, seek to preserve and protect cul¬ 

tural assets. 

The papers presented in this volume focus on the inter¬ 

section between preservation and security. We hope that these 

essays might shed light on how to build bridges between 

preservation and security in our various institutions, and help 

all of us join hands in working cooperatively to preserve the 

record of human knowledge and creativity. 

JAMES H. BILLINGTON 

The Librarian of Congress 
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INTRODUCTION 

At the Library of Congress, we celebrated our bicentenni¬ 

al throughout the year 2000 with parties, gifts, and projects 

that will enrich our national research collections. But no part 

of the bicentennial celebration was more important than our 

trio of symposia focusing on various aspects of our past and 

future contributions in working with the library community 

to advance the core challenges of librarianship. 

In October 2000, we were fortunate to have with us na¬ 

tional librarians from thirty-one national libraries, along with 

an international array of library historians, who joined in our 

symposium “National Libraries of the World: Interpreting the 

Past, Shaping the Future.” That symposium was immediately 

followed by “To Preserve and Protect: The Strategic Steward¬ 

ship of Cultural Resource,” which in turn was followed by a 

final bicentennial symposium devoted to the role of biblio¬ 

graphic control for the new millennium. It is not an accident 

that we chose to make this cluster of three symposia the cul¬ 

mination of our birthday party. For once the parties and gift¬ 

giving and celebrating were over, we knew that we must turn 

our full attention to maintaining this national library’s vi- 

brance and leadership in the twenty-first century. This is our 

true calling. And there seemed no better way to do that than 

by inviting our professional colleagues from various realms of 

librarianship to join us at the close of our birthday year to 
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chart our collective course for the beginning of the new cen¬ 

tury. 

In developing the symposium “To Preserve and Protect,” 

we sought to engage directors, administrators, and key indi¬ 

viduals responsible for safeguarding cultural collections in li¬ 

braries, museums, and archives in a dialogue on critical issues 

of preserving and securing collections. Our goal was to ex¬ 

plore concerns that lend themselves to solutions in multiple, 

complementary settings. Our time together provided us with 

a wonderful opportunity to share expertise, to discuss com¬ 

mon issues, and to network. But most important, our chief 

purpose was to precipitate action, to build from our shared 

concerns a commitment to developing concerted programs 

for preserving and securing our collections. 

“To Preserve and Protect” drew more than two hundred 

participants and included library, archive, and museum direc¬ 

tors, preservation officers, security professionals, curators, ar¬ 

chivists, conservators, and other decision makers from a wide 

variety of cultural institutions, including not just libraries, 

museums, and archives but also historical societies and other 

repositories of cultural materials. Participants came from large 

and small cultural institutions that are parts of universities, 

governments, or the private sector. Some came from profes¬ 

sional organizations, including funding agencies. Some work 

independently, providing expertise and services to institutions 

on a project basis. Participants came from across the United 

States and around the globe, including Brazil, Canada, Ja¬ 

maica, Malaysia, Portugal, Russia, and South Africa. 

The idea and the development of the theme for this sym¬ 

posium came out of the Tibrary of Congress’s own recent ex¬ 

perience. One of James H. Billington’s first bold acts as Li¬ 

brarian of Congress was to request a thorough audit of the 

Library of Congress by the General Accounting Office. This 

audit has had many favorable outcomes for the Library, but 
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one of the troubling recommendations from the auditors was 

that we should put a precise monetary value on our collec- 

tions.We successfully argued that this task was both impossi¬ 

ble—given the size of our collections and the increasing 

volatility of the auction market—and unnecessary, because we 

do not deaccession or plan to sell off our collections! But be¬ 

ing forced to think about the collections as “assets” in this 

rather coarse dollars-and-cents way turned out to be useful 

preparation for a requirement placed on us by subsequent au¬ 

ditors, that we prepare an annual “stewardship report.” For 

several years now, the Library has made a formal certification 

to our auditors annually about our success in safeguarding our 

“heritage assets,” preparing just such a “stewardship report.” 

Determining what this lofty phrase—safeguarding our 

heritage assets—meant in practice turned out to be a fascinat¬ 

ing intellectual exercise, as it led us to see, and conceptualize, 

some of the things that librarians do in a very different way. 

We determined that safeguarding our heritage assets com¬ 

prised four key tasks: physical security (protecting the physical 

object from theft, mutilation, damage by water, fire, and so 

on); preservation (protecting the artifact from deterioration 

through conservation or reformatting); bibliographic control 

(knowing what collections the Library has); and inventory 

control (knowing where these collections are). Without any 

one of these legs of our four-legged stool, we could not assert 

that we had reasonable control over our collections. 

Year by year, as thinking about protecting our assets in this 

holistic context has evolved, buy-in and cooperation across 

the institution have grown substantially. We have seen broad¬ 

ening ties among security, preservation, acquisitions, facilities, 

cataloging, and curatorial staffs as each group has needed to 

articulate for the others its issues, risks, concerns, and goals for 

safeguarding the collections. This dialogue has led us to see 

preservation and security as so intertwined that it would have 
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been impossible to think of addressing one topic in this sym¬ 

posium without the other. 

Over the last few years at the Library of Congress, we 

have had to face some serious issues concerning the security 

of the Library’s collections. We experienced thefts and mutila¬ 

tion of the collections, subsequent inquiries from Congress, 

and related bad publicity. These problems were not unique to 

the Library of Congress, of course; but in this arena, there is 

little comfort in knowing you are not alone. In addressing our 

security problems, we had to look hard at what we were do¬ 

ing. We sought ways to make speedy and effective changes. 

We needed to invent methods for documenting success—the 

huge challenge of proving a negative. It was critical to con¬ 

vince funders that they should appropriate funds to make sure 

nothing happened—when what funders normally want to see 

is something happening—and to plot a coherent course for the 

future. We are confident that we are on the right track, but by 

no means at the end of it. In fact, we believe that there really 

is no end—“eternal vigilance” being not just the price of lib¬ 

erty, but the unending mandate for guardians of our cultural 

heritage. 

At the Library of Congress, securing the collections has 

been and continues to be a process in which we learn with 

each step. We relied heavily on external consultants at first, 

while moving as rapidly as possible to create a professionally 

staffed Office of Security. We have worked hard to educate 

staff about the importance of securing our irreplaceable col¬ 

lections, even when it sometimes makes our work life incon¬ 

venient. We have tried to make every Library employee un¬ 

derstand that he or she has a role to play and that this effort 

requires much more than just a competent police force. 

I know I am not alone in regretting that security has 

come to play such a major role in our daily lives. We all regret 

that the resources that must be devoted to security continue 
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to grow. When young librarians at the Library of Congress ask 

me which changes I most love and which I most regret dur¬ 

ing my twenty-eight years here, I have no hesitation in point¬ 

ing—as a cause of deep regret—to the elaborate and off- 

putting entrance and exit security measures our visitors now 

face. But I also support these measures, as documented inci¬ 

dents of danger to staff, collections, and facilities leave no 

room for sentimental yearning for the “good old days.” 

From the early 1990s, when collections security moved 

front and center as a major institutional priority for us, it has 

been our intention to share what we have learned, and to 

learn from others, by focusing a brighter light in this dark 

corner of library and archives management. This is why pro¬ 

tecting collections played a major role in this symposium. 

Still, protecting and preserving the collections are not sep¬ 

arate activities but an integrated process. One or even a num¬ 

ber of actions do not solve all the collections security issues. If 

we are really going to be effective, we must have key preven¬ 

tive elements in place. We constantly need to identify and re¬ 

assess priorities, particularly in these times of shrinking or 

level funding. Unfortunately, it is generally easier to secure 

funding to cope with a disaster—whether it is to conserve a 

rare manuscript that is in tatters or to purchase locks and 

cameras for the storage room that has suffered a theft—than it 

is to obtain funding to maintain an ongoing program that 

prevents damage or loss. Although preventive programs are 

not generally considered to be dramatic, they are the most 

cost-effective, efficient, and smart. By putting into place con¬ 

trols and programs that prevent loss, we are doing our best to 

fulfill our responsibility of maintaining the collections for fu¬ 

ture generations. Prevention is thus another key theme of the 

symposium. 

For the most part, theft and collections deterioration are 

both silent dangers. How can we draw attention to these 
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problems? It is usually the spectacular theft or defacement, or 

the devastation that comes with flooding or fire, that captures 

the public’s attention. It is obviously important to be as pre¬ 

pared as possible to react to emergencies effectively when 

they do happen. Most security problems, however, such as the 

theft of a rare book from its storage location, remain unde¬ 

tected for a long time. In the case of chemical and physical 

deterioration, such as embrittlement or damage resulting 

from poor handling and storage, the change is very slow in¬ 

deed; and when discovered, such loss is often costly or even 

impossible to mitigate. Which brings us back to the impor¬ 

tance of having ongoing programs in place to safeguard our 

collections through prevention and to minimize our reliance 

on bad news and dramatic incidents to capture the attention 

of our funders. 

It is important that cultural institutions share understand¬ 

ings up front so that their funders and benefactors share ex¬ 

pectations with them with regard to preserving and securing 

the cultural assets that are entrusted to them. How do funders 

and cultural institutions come together to move forward on a 

common agenda? What is the impact of publicized failures on 

the development of preservation and security programs? 

Traditionally, when institutions suffered security or preser¬ 

vation problems, the approach was to try to keep the infor¬ 

mation quiet, for fear of public embarrassment. The tendency 

was to whisper and hope the problem would go away—or at 

least never again happen in our own backyards. In recent 

years, though, the cultural community has significantly ma¬ 

tured in its thinking, dealing with these threats in a more 

forthright and collaborative manner, from which we all bene¬ 

fit. By making losses public, institutions have helped each oth¬ 

er become more aware of potential risks we all share. We can 

take advantage of new technologies to spread such alerts 

more rapidly and broadly than ever before. 
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Throughout the planning process for the symposium, we 

looked for innovative approaches to the challenges facing 

us—challenges not only in developing programs to address 

preservation and security concerns, but also in selling them to 

our administrations and funders. How can we show that 

preservation and security programs are effective or necessary? 

Should we try to measure in a practical way how many items 

have not been stolen? Can we prove how we have slowed 

collection deterioration? How do we document success and 

make it as clear and compelling as the sensational stories of 

our occasional failures? These questions were the focus of the 

session “Understanding Success: Measuring Effectiveness of 

Preservation and Security Programs.” 

The subsequent session, “Electronic Information and Dig¬ 

itization: Preservation and Security Challenges,” addressed the 

new and highly complex concerns that arise in regard to the 

preservation and security of electronic and digital collections. 

How will the integrity of these collections be maintained 

over time? Our final session, “People, Buildings, and Collec¬ 

tions: Innovations in Security and Preservation,” looked at the 

tension between the need to make collections accessible and 

the mandate to safeguard them for the future. How do we as¬ 

sess risks and achieve the right balance in deciding how much 

security or preservation is too much or too little? How do we 

prioritize to meet our goals? 

How do we decide which artifacts to conserve and retain 

in their original form? How do we determine what artifacts 

future scholars will need in order to undertake their research, 

and when is saving the content in surrogate form sufficient— 

when is it the only realistic option? If we agree that we need 

to be more thoughtful about retention of certain artifacts 

than we have been in the past, how do we allocate responsi¬ 

bilities for this costly commitment in an orderly and transpar¬ 

ent manner? 
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As a community, we can respond to the issues of safe¬ 

guarding cultural and intellectual collections. We know from 

past successes with the Brittle Books Project (begun in the 

1960s as a joint effort of the Library of Congress, Association 

of Research Libraries, and Council on Library Resources) 

and with the U. S. Newspaper Program (begun in 1982 by the 

National Endowment for the Humanities and joined two 

years later by the Library of Congress as a joint program) how 

much we can accomplish when we agree on a few national 

priorities and then clearly divide the labor so that each player 

focuses on what it does best. As we consider the future, we 

must share ideas on national needs, priorities, options, and the 

potential for cooperation among us, with a view toward de¬ 

veloping a few action plans that could make a difference in 

the safeguarding of our intellectual heritage. We must both 

learn from each other and establish means of working with 

each other to “preserve and protect” our cultural resources in 

ways that surpass even the most effective cooperative pro¬ 

grams of the past. Let us make that happen. 

WINSTON TABB 

Associate Librarian for Library Services 
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CULTURAL HERITAGE AT RISK 

Today’s Stewardship Challenge 





i. Stewardship • The Janus Factor 

Nancy M. Cline 

Stewardship is a word that is appearing with some fre¬ 

quency in a variety of management contexts. Sometimes peo¬ 

ple ask whether it is a “softer” (or perhaps more academically 

respectable) term than “administration.” I think not. Steward¬ 

ship is the responsible use of resources; it is synonymous with 

managing, administering. If anything, the word implies that 

the responsibilities extend beyond the tenure of one single in¬ 

dividual, that stewardship extends “over time and over genera¬ 

tions,” an appropriate expectation in the realm of cultural re¬ 

sources. 

In using the term “Janus Factor,” I want to consider the 

dual nature of stewardship. Most simply, the word “janus” 

means “having a dual function or purpose.” But it is for an¬ 

other reason that I chose the image of Janus—the god in Ro¬ 

man mythology who is represented with two faces, one facing 

to the front and the other to the back—to describe steward¬ 

ship. For Janus was “the god of gates,” the guardian of doors 

and gates, and is often considered to preside over beginnings. 

Like Janus, stewardship can be represented with two faces, 

one looking back upon all that has been garnered over 

decades and centuries and another that faces forward, antici¬ 

pating, planning, preparing, and thinking strategically. Like- 
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wise, the Janus image portrays the need for security and 

preservation to work closely together in presiding over our 

contemporary “gates,” so that our institutions can effectively 

provide stewardship of our cultural resources and ensure that 

they will be accessible for future generations. 

I have chosen Janus because I want to think about this 

double-faced image in touching on some of the dichotomies 

we must deal with in improving our stewardship. Our roles as 

stewards of cultural heritage are full of both conflicting and 

complementary forces, ranging from the expectations of those 

who work in our institutions to those external constituencies 

whose expectations may affect public policy, legislation, insti¬ 

tutional priorities, and governance of academic and cultural 

institutions. 

Can most of us say that we know our role in stewarding 

cultural heritage? Is it at the top of the list of your administra¬ 

tive or managerial responsibilities? Do others acknowledge 

this role? Where do preservation and security fit into your 

strategic vision for your institution? Do you know the value 

of the collections and facilities within your purview? Does 

your staff know their value? Do you know the most valuable 

items or parts of your collections? 

If an emergency forced you to abandon the majority of 

your collections, is it clear which ones should be saved? Do 

you have an idea what you would spend to restore or recover 

items? Do your budgetary commitments for the care of these 

collections match your rhetoric about how excellent or in¬ 

valuable they are? Are there conflicts with internal institu¬ 

tional expectations (such as saving money on security) and 

the expectations of donors, scholars, or the broader public? 

The Janus Factor is about leadership, about making a dif¬ 

ference and managing risk while dealing with ambiguity. It is 

about maintaining focus in the midst of great cultural change. 

It is about being prepared for various eventualities and about 
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expecting the unexpected. We all have strategic choices. We 

have the opportunity to set the expectations for an institu¬ 

tion, to convey principles, to direct budget resources, and, 

perhaps most important, to raise a higher level of attention to 

the critical areas of preservation and security. This is not only 

a national priority. Given the many interrelationships among 

cultural and educational institutions around the globe, our 

strategic choices and our future actions will have an interna¬ 

tional impact. 

But first, we must look at the context in which we func¬ 

tion. Libraries exist in the continuous tension generated by 

the desire to provide access for users and the need to protect 

and preserve the collections. In most libraries, we make every 

effort to welcome users, though some private libraries may 

limit their services to a defined group of users. In libraries, 

guards and other security personnel generally are not evident 

in large numbers. Many libraries are still regarded as quiet 

havens for readers, safe places for research. Yet beneath a sur¬ 

face tranquillity, every day the collections are exposed to use 

from hundreds of readers and researchers, whose habits may 

be counterproductive to goals of preservation programs or 

who ignore basic concepts of security. 

The challenge is to balance conflicting goals, to make ma¬ 

terials as open and accessible as possible and at the same time 

to ensure that they will last for future generations. Our col¬ 

lections include not only books but also maps, microform 

materials, manuscripts, photographs, electronic resources, 

prints, videos, compact discs, and items in other formats. All 

of these formats present different vulnerabilities, different 

risks. Together, they hold the continuum of recorded knowl¬ 

edge of humankind, and, for any specific institution, they 

constitute a great cumulative investment, a major asset of the 

institution. 

Despite their value, these collections may not be treated as 
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the major investment they are. Even if the collections are 

closed to library patrons, staff members often work in areas 

located in the very midst of valuable collections. We too often 

assume that all our employees share a commitment to the col¬ 

lections and allow them to come and go through collection 

areas whenever needed, despite the fact that we know losses 

often result from internal theft. No one should be above 

checking. No one, not even the director, should be exempt 

from basic security practices. 

All too often, in protecting our collections, we assume that 

staff members know what to look for, how to anticipate 

problems, how to intervene, and how to call for professional 

assistance when their suspicions are triggered. Although this 

may be a comforting assumption, staff can also be naive, anx¬ 

ious to assist researchers, and unlikely to identify troublesome 

situations or to notice unusual behaviors. Staff members may 

want to protect the privacy of library users, to the extent that 

some may be liberal in the forms of identification required in 

issuing privileges or likely to bend the rules for passwords so 

users can work directly with databases. If they do notice 

something odd, they may assume that security staff should not 

be interrupted with minor issues. 

Reference skills of librarians and specialists also are likely 

to conflict with the need for controlling information at the 

scene of a crime. The propensity to find everything, inform 

users, and delve into details may run counter to the work of 

law enforcement professionals or emergency response teams. 

And much as we do not want to offend tourists and visitors, 

photography of building interiors should be strictly forbid¬ 

den. Visitors photographing architectural details like doors, 

windows, and staircases could be documenting access, posing 

a threat to security. 

Is it a myth that library staff members are not the best 

people to identify suspicious behavior? Miles Harvey in his 
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book The Island of Lost Maps documents the story of map 

thief Gilbert Bland. 

The author asserts, “He was no stranger to libraries.” Not 

only did Bland use libraries as sources for maps, but he also 

used them as places to track down names of people who had 

died in childhood so he could create new identities for him¬ 

self. Eventually, he was found out. His odd behavior and the 

materials he was using finally caught the attention of staff 

members in the Peabody Library at Johns Hopkins Universi¬ 

ty. There, he had presented a fake University of Florida identi¬ 

fication card in the name of James Perry. Throughout his 

many library visits across the country, he had also used the 

names James J. Edwards, James Morgan, Jason Pike, Jack Ar¬ 

nett, Richard M. Olinger, John David Rosche, Steven M. 

Spradling, James Bland, and Gilbert Anthony Bland (his given 

name was Gilbert Lee Joseph Bland, Jr.).1 Bland had managed 

to blend in at many places, not arousing anyone’s concern. 

Even when finally apprehended, he was very nearly let go, for 

the perception of what he had done struck the police very 

differently from the way it did the librarians. 

“No wonder the officers did not seem particularly con¬ 

cerned about the meek and skittish man they found at the li¬ 

brary. Well-dressed, polite, and obviously humiliated, he looked 

about as much like a menace to society as the Peabody Library 

looked to be a crack house. And after all, what had he allegedly 

done? Taken a few pages out of a book? Stolen four sheets of pa¬ 

per? There were dangerous people out there—crazy, desperate, 

dangerous people with guns. This poor guy hardly seemed 

worth the bother.”2 

When caught with the stolen maps, he offered to pay the 

library to repair the damaged books, and the police seemed to 

think this was a good deal. 

Bland hit nineteen libraries, removing maps from antique 

atlases, from Baltimore to British Columbia. No one at these 
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libraries had called the police, for no one had noticed their 

maps had been taken. And Bland nearly escaped with his offer 

to pay for the repairs. 

When the discoveries were made known, people who had 

met Bland described him as “clean-cut, quiet, polite, mild- 

mannered.”3 He was just like so many people who come and 

go often in our libraries. 

In library after library, neither the man nor his handiwork 

had been noticed. Not only that, another astonishing thing 

became clear. Not all the libraries from which he had stolen 

materials had records of ownership. The security of collec¬ 

tions begins with accurate bibliographic records, ownership 

marks, and inventory practices. Security is built on many rou¬ 

tine tasks conducted in many different parts of the library. 

The work of many people can be destroyed in any one in¬ 

stance when library or museum objects are stolen or dam¬ 

aged. Building collections—selecting, acquiring, and cata¬ 

loging items—can be a painstaking process, continued over 

decades. Often, soon after books are published, they may dis¬ 

appear from the marketplace, rendering them irreplaceable, or 

nearly so. The value of an entire collection can be greatly di¬ 

minished when any one part is taken or mutilated. Destroying 

years of investment can take only seconds. 

As we consider our roles as stewards of our cultural her¬ 

itage, we must ponder not only how to secure our collections 

from theft and mutilation but also how to preserve them. 

Preservation and security are inseparable. 

“Preservation is the art of managing risk to the intellectu¬ 

al and physical heritage of a community and all members of 

that community have a stake in it. Risk management is dy¬ 

namic, and, in practice, preservation becomes an ever-chang¬ 

ing assessment of value and endangerment.” Abby Smith, in 

The Future of the Past: Preservation in American Research Libraries 

calls for collaboration between scholars and librarians as “the 
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best and most responsible way to ensure that the legacy we 

have inherited, and to which we contribute, will survive into 

the future.”4 

“Preservation becomes an ever-changing assessment of val¬ 

ue and endangermentSo what then is security but an inte¬ 

gral part of preservation? Daily, the running of a library in¬ 

volves a continuum of choices and decisions (some conscious 

or deliberate, some instinctive or accidental), and when all are 

put together, our continuous involvement with both preser¬ 

vation and security is evident. One set of issues emerges from 

the moment the doors open in the morning, but the issues do 

not go away when the facilities are locked up at the end of 

the day. Then, our attention segues to different concerns. 

When the last janitor has shut off the lights and locked all the 

doors, one is still not spared all the possible accidental, envi¬ 

ronmental, or malicious threats. Pipes may leak or burst, vents 

can draw in fumes. The voracious appetites of bugs and ro¬ 

dents always present a potential hazard. Last, there is the threat 

posed by human beings themselves—say, the explosive or glue 

thrown into the book return slot. 

Preservation and security frequently are set up as separate 

programs in different parts of the organization, each compris¬ 

ing many separate actions, policies, and processes. These units 

may easily wind up with a gulf between them, motivated by 

different pressures, staff working in different shifts, and com¬ 

petition for budget, respect, and administrative commitment. 

Greater benefit, however, may accrue to the institution if se¬ 

curity and preservation work together. As an example, the 

Harvard College Library puts preservation, security, facilities, 

and information technology services under one senior ad¬ 

ministrator. A strategic partnering exists among the several 

units, so that they are called by one of my colleagues “the life 

support systems for the libraries.” 

As we consider the stewardship of our collections, we 
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must incorporate risk management in our decision making. 

Risk management is not just something for us to carry 

around in our heads. Rather, it requires conscious and contin¬ 

uous planning, analysis of choices, and documented proce¬ 

dures for action. Risk management is not an event that you 

do and set aside, but it is a constant process and must engage 

the various parts of the institution. 

Recent renovations at one of Harvard’s libraries turned up 

an envelope full of important keys in a vault that had not 

been used for several decades. Did someone assume that there 

would always be someone else to remember that the keys 

were there and what those keys unlocked? Suddenly finding 

sets of keys and not knowing what they might still open made 

us realize that our organization had been operating with vari¬ 

ous gaps in our security. I began to take stock of what I had 

assumed about people around me. I had assumed they knew it 

was important to care about certain things and to know 

whether or not some procedure was important, even though 

we had never specifically discussed, outlined, or defined all 

these things. Fortunately, we had a shared understanding 

about security, but we recognized a need to formalize and 

codify many of our commitments and priorities. 

Managers should not assume that everyone accepts that 

preservation and security are key priorities throughout the 

organization. All too often, people in our organizations will 

readily label these concerns as someone else’s problem. 

Who “owns” security and preservation? Neither a preser¬ 

vation unit nor a security office can carry out its work as an 

independent contributor. Instead, each needs the support, co¬ 

operation, and behavioral and procedural change from every¬ 

one in the organization in order to be successful. 

Dramatic events raise awareness of security and preserva¬ 

tion issues. The big heists, the major cases, or the sensational 

thefts bring attention, but what about the other less dramatic 
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incidents? Who cares about protecting against the small thefts, 

or the student observed defacing a book by highlighting or 

writing in it? When someone is apprehended with just a few 

books from our stacks that appear to have been stolen, do we 

look the other way? Do we shrug and say, “Well, at least they 

were not rare books?” Or, do we say, “At least we got them 

back?” Do we prosecute? Do we insist that fees be paid? Do 

we have any rules that matter? What do our reference librari¬ 

ans do when someone reports suspicious behavior? Do staff 

know what to do in such instances? Are they afraid to “both¬ 

er” the police? 

Likewise, do employees know how to respond when they 

find damaged or wet books? Do they just shrug and say, “It 

looks like it will hold up a bit longer?” Do they know whom 

to notify when they find damaged items and where to send 

them for repair? Are they prepared to explain to users that the 

condition of the book matters? Are shelvers trained to watch 

for mold and to respond promptly? Ignoring small problems 

can result in amazingly costly repairs at later stages. So it is not 

only “preservation” staff members who have a role in the care 

and well-being of the collections, but practically everyone in 

the library 

Small problems can grow into larger ones with security as 

well. Even the largest security budget can be compromised if 

the mailroom employees leave doors ajar to make it easier to 

push the cart in and out or if everyone is tolerant of Sam 

from the acquisitions department. We all know that he loves 

these collections. His loyalty is unquestioned. He works late 

every Friday—you have to almost throw him out of the 

place. 

Have we factored issues such as these into our security 

and preservation plans? Beyond defining them as a priority, 

we must also ensure that all parts of the organization under¬ 

stand and contribute to the security and preservation of the 
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collections. If preservation already benefits from the collabo¬ 

ration among preservation experts, curators, bibliographers, 

faculty, and others, then why should not security benefit from 

broad collaboration within the organization? 

Libraries must deal with the inherent conflict between 

creating access for users and keeping their holdings secure, 

and they must achieve a balance between trust and watchful¬ 

ness. 

When faced with a theft, how do you measure the loss, 

and how do you set a value on the damage? How do you deal 

with the perception that it is “just a few pages” when the 

missing maps or illustrations are integral to the value of the 

book? When you first acquire an item for a collection, do you 

know whether it will become a valuable item? Perhaps the 

value is known to be high so it goes to a rare books area, 

where it is shelved with thousands of other valuable items. 

But the value of many items, such as collections of leaflets 

from Tiananmen Square, political posters from Israel, and 

manuscripts and correspondence from literary figures, can 

change dramatically over time. The prices of rare books seem 

to rise dramatically, making it difficult to set an economic val¬ 

ue on a stolen item. Yet when a theft occurs, this question 

must be faced, even though the greatest impact is beyond the 

economic value. 

The cultural value of these types of losses is described in 

an article in the 1999 Gazette of the Grolier Club, “The Cultur¬ 

al Value of Books: United States of America v. Daniel Spiegelman, 

Defendant/’ by Judge Lewis A. Kaplan, relating to a theft of 

manuscripts from Columbia University.5 

In her introduction to the article, Jean Ashton notes that 

courts frequently fail to recognize the impact of such thefts, 

and that these are serious crimes having consequences that 

could extend well beyond any monetary loss to the institu¬ 

tion. She cites the 1998 opinion of Judge Kaplan in the Co- 
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lumbia case, an opinion that begins, “Great research libraries 

are repositories of our social, cultural, and scientific heritage. 

Their rare books and manuscripts are vital to understanding 

the world and often are irreplaceable objects of study for 

scholars who add to our knowledge of ourselves and our en¬ 

vironment.” 

In a section on the impact of the Columbia theft, Kaplan 

goes on to say, “The theft of these items concededly caused 

economic loss to their owner, Columbia University. But the 

theft had an impact different in kind from a loss of money or 

other easily replaceable property, for these materials have val¬ 

ue to the Columbia academic community and other scholars 

and, through them, to society at large that cannot be meas¬ 

ured in economic terms alone.” 

I encourage you to read this article. Ashton was called 

upon at the hearing to elaborate on the value of an item, and 

she said, “The auction or appraised value is a value that is put 

on it by people who deal in the buying and selling of manu¬ 

scripts, and that value fluctuates according to what happens to 

be fashionable at the time . . . scholarly value would be en¬ 

tirely separate.” 

When a loss occurs, setting the value of the missing mate¬ 

rials is difficult. At Columbia, “appraisers were unwilling to 

give detailed appraisals because the materials were not there 

for them to examine.” We are dealing now with a similar situ¬ 

ation at the Harvard-Yenching Library. The setting of values 

in a theft like this becomes almost theoretical. Who knows 

what someone might pay for some of these rare items? Fur¬ 

ther, how do we determine the impact upon scholars and 

their careers? 

Historically, libraries and archives have often gone to great 

lengths to keep silent about thefts, or to suppress information 

for fear of causing concern to donors. Greater openness has 

its benefits, however. Susan Allen in a recent article on li- 
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brary theft states, “Law enforcement personnel know from 

experience that publicity about a case will stop a thief from 

stealing further. The question is no longer a question of 

whether to notify.”6 It is now considered good practice to get 

the word out promptly because it may benefit other institu¬ 

tions, prevent additional thefts from occurring, and help one’s 

own staff to deal with the loss. In some instances, however, 

advice from law enforcement professionals may argue to the 

contrary, where there may be reason to recommend main¬ 

taining silence or confidentiality for a period of time to build 

a case. 

Our job is to know well before an event occurs which in¬ 

dividuals must be involved in a response and what their re¬ 

spective roles are to be. It should be clear who will handle 

communication with the media, who is in charge of the in¬ 

vestigation, and who needs to know which level of detail 

about the incident—and then to have all those people work 

together. By anticipating various scenarios in advance, there 

will be less likelihood of inept handling of the media or of 

the relationships with other parts of the institution, donors, or 

others. The actions taken in the first few hours after you real¬ 

ize a theft has occurred can be critical to the long-term im¬ 

pact on the institution. There is a stigma attached to having 

been a victim of theft. Often, the institution wants to avoid 

the negative publicity, but as many can attest, it is better to be 

prepared for publicity and, if possible, use it to your advan¬ 

tage. 

How important is stewardship? To return to the cultural 

value of these collections, we see that the Kaplan decision 

states, “Spiegelman intentionally or knowingly risked inflict¬ 

ing, and inflicted, substantial harm not only upon his immedi¬ 

ate victims, Columbia University and its professors and stu¬ 

dents, but also upon the greater academic community and 

society as a whole. In callously stealing, mutilating, and de- 
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stroying rare and unique elements of our common intellectual 

heritage, Spiegelman did not simply aim to divest Columbia 

University of $1.3 million worth of physical property. He 

risked stunting, and probably stunted, the growth of human 

knowledge to the detriment of us all.” 

If a member of the judicial system and curators of rare 

collections can so well describe the impact of such thefts, how 

can we not raise our own efforts to a higher level? This calls 

for leadership from within each institution and for greater at¬ 

tention within the various professions that work in our li¬ 

braries. There is much to learn from the past, yet we also have 

new issues to face, particularly in the digital environment, 

where there are growing concerns about network security 

and protection of digital content. 

Much work needs to take place within each institution, 

framed according to its mission and responsive to its constit¬ 

uencies. We must first make security and preservation strate¬ 

gic priorities for our organizations so that managers and staff 

can carry out their responsibilities accordingly. 

If the collections are among the institution’s most valued 

assets, does the budget reflect appropriate levels of funding for 

preservation and security? Do you have policies for dealing 

with staff as well as with users whose behavior or actions are 

suspicious? Are you prepared to act when faced with evidence 

of altered bibliographic or order records? Do you have a plan 

for dealing with reports of theft or mutilation? When thefts 

occur, is the first telephone call to the police, or the universi¬ 

ty, or legal counsel, or the media? Will you allow photographs 

or video of the crime scene? Are staff allowed to give inter¬ 

views? What do you do when a trusted book dealer calls with 

an item that has raised suspicion? What do you do if someone 

offers to recover your missing items for a “finder’s fee?” What 

is your plan of action when an employee loses a key to the 

building? What are you doing to create solid working rela- 
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tionships with other institutional and law enforcement offices 

prior to needing them in an emergency? 

Are your collections marked for ownership? Is there a 

record of those marks? Is there a catalog or other source 

through which you can verify ownership? Do you have 

records of inventories? Do you know where the rarest and 

most vulnerable materials are within your collections? Do 

you have a plan for transferring items from the stacks to 

locked areas when their value increases? When did you last as¬ 

sess the facilities? Who is aware of their strengths and vulnera¬ 

bilities in the event of a disaster, including theft? 

Well-trained, observant employees are key players. They 

are often the first ones to notice patterns or unusual behavior. 

If someone appears at an odd time claiming to be with 

“HVAC,” elevator repair, or fire safety, will employees know 

the forms of identification to expect? 

Yes, these are tedious details—but it is on the smallest of 

details that the success of preservation and security programs 

are built. It brings to mind the words of Benjamin Franklin, 

writing in Poor Richard's Almanac in 1757: “A little neglect may 

breed great mischief. . . for want of a nail the shoe was lost; 

for want of a shoe the horse was lost; for want of a horse the 

rider was lost.” 

These times call for bold leadership, new vision, and 

strategic thinking. The stewardship of cultural resources may 

be the epic challenge for the new millennium. We strive to 

have libraries, museums, and other cultural institutions that 

are both inviting and secure, that can foster access and use for 

education and research while preventing theft and malicious 

damage to some of the world’s most valuable assets. 

As stewards of the cultural past, we are answerable to fu¬ 

ture generations. 

Our actions—as well as our inaction—form the basis for 

others to judge how well we are succeeding at our posts. As 

16 Stewardship 



stewards of some of the most significant collections of accu¬ 

mulated knowledge and culture in the world, we must im¬ 

prove the ways in which our institutions manage risk. 

We must provide the leadership that will make a differ¬ 

ence, leadership that will provide focus in the midst of great 

cultural change. We must set high expectations and develop 

strong plans for our own institutions and, at the same time, 

work to increase the commitment to preservation and securi¬ 

ty among other cultural and educational institutions, for none 

of us can succeed alone. 
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2. Learning to Blush • Librarians and 

the Embarrassment of Experience 

Werner Gundersheimer 

My premise is simple. It is that although the species Homo 

sapiens may have evolved well beyond the ancestor or ances¬ 

tors it once shared with the anthropoid apes, modern tech¬ 

nology has succeeded at last in making monkeys of us all. 

I do not come to you as a Luddite. Far from it. Personally, 

I find my two computers seductive, my personal organizer 

and voice mail indispensable, and my cell phone addictive. My 

friendships, business transactions, and innermost thoughts are 

all communicated in ones and zeroes too much of the time. A 

man of the new millennium, at least a bit of it, I look upon 

such obsolescent twentieth-century technologies as micro¬ 

photography with condescending bemusement, even while 

the library where I work grows increasingly dependent upon 

them. 

Perhaps my attitudes are shared here and there in the li¬ 

brary community. But as we all know, that community is a big 

tent. Whereas librarians face many common problems and 

embrace some similar strategies, we also have our full measure 

of complex and contested issues. No one—least of all some¬ 

one like me, who works in a small and relatively privileged 
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niche of our community—has a corner on wisdom when it 

comes to the vexing difficulties surrounding the preservation 

of collections. By the same token, our tent is not—nor should 

it allow itself to become—a closed one. Good ideas may 

come from many quarters, even though such ideas may find 

expression in terms and through venues that we might not 

necessarily have chosen. That is why this paper begins with, 

and will return to, one such source—a source that many of us 

might not have wished to choose. 

I have a hunch that nowadays there is a name calculated to 

strike rage, if not terror, in the hearts of senior library admin¬ 

istrators. That name is Nicholson Baker. Pity the poor secre¬ 

tary who has to tell the boss that Old Nick is on the line and 

has just a few questions. 

That thought had occurred to me in passing after reading 

Baker’s earlier pieces in The New Yorker, those dealing with the 

destruction of card catalogs and the diminished emphasis on 

books in the new San Francisco Public Library. It came to 

mind again in July 2000, when I finished reading his article, 

“Deadline: The Author’s Desperate Bid to Save America’s 

Past.”1 

For those who may have missed this lively and engaging 

essay—part memoir, part polemic—the deadline of its title 

was imposed by the British Library, which had decided to dis¬ 

pose of its long runs of American newspapers as of September 

30, 1999, through a public sale based on sealed bids. Among 

these runs were complete, well-preserved bound copies of 

major newspapers like the Chicago Tribune and the New York 

Sun no longer available in any library in the United States. 

Some had been specially printed on archival paper. 

The article describes Baker’s quest for funding to buy and 

store these documents to keep them out of the hands of deal¬ 

ers who might cut them up to sell individual issues as birth¬ 

day gifts. Baker also devotes much attention to a discussion of 
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the practice adopted by many American libraries of discarding 

their original runs of newspapers once microfilm copies had 

been acquired. 

It is impossible to do justice here to the vigor and intensi¬ 

ty of Baker’s essay, driven, as it is, by an intense personal com¬ 

mitment to the preservation of the original artifact. But it be¬ 

came clear to me upon reading the piece, and then even more 

so in the course of several conversations with the author, that 

he is not a man who has some weird messianic need to serve 

as the conscience of the library profession. That, on balance, is 

a good thing, because the likelihood that he could or would 

serve as that conscience declines in inverse proportion to his 

vivid and often exaggerated criticisms of it. What Baker does 

tell us, though—and this is a message worth taking very seri¬ 

ously—is that librarians and scholars are not alone in caring 

deeply about the issues of preservation, security, and access. 

A writer like Nicholson Baker reaches a vast and influen¬ 

tial audience, far larger and more diverse than will ever en¬ 

counter the careful, thoughtful, sober analyses of our col¬ 

leagues within the field. Yet many of these very colleagues, 

like G. Thomas Tanselle, have been saying many of the same 

things for years.2 

One may or may not like Baker’s style, his self-proclaimed 

mission, or his acerbic and not always just assessment of the 

work of preservation librarians, but one must admit that he is 

making some points—points that we ignore at our peril. I 

know many scholars who are grateful to be able to consult 

microfilm and other surrogates for original artifacts. I, howev¬ 

er, do not know any who could tranquilly accept the notion 

that it is all right to get rid of all surviving copies of the orig¬ 

inals once an adequate surrogate has been created. Everyone 

understands that some books and serials, once disbound or 

cut up for microfilming or digitization, cannot easily be re¬ 

constituted. Few agree that those particular copies have no 
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better use than to be discarded. Most scholars would have lit¬ 

tle difficulty accepting the notion that individual copies of 

embrittled works need not be retained by every institution 

that holds one. But it would be a rare scholar indeed who 

would be willing to justify the wholesale elimination of all 

surviving copies of an embrittled work where some of those 

copies remained intact. 

That, I take it, was Baker’s main point. He found that the 

British Library owned long runs of important American 

newspapers and that those newspapers, protected in bound 

volumes, were, for the most part, in very good condition. The 

British Library had determined, through processes of its own, 

that it had no ongoing need for this documentation. Further, 

the British Library had decreed that it was really the responsi¬ 

bility of American libraries to maintain this aspect of the na¬ 

tional patrimony and that it would therefore put American 

newspapers on the market and sell them to the highest bid¬ 

der. For my part, I have no quarrel with that position, al¬ 

though the manner by which the British Library implement¬ 

ed its policy raises serious questions for the international li¬ 

brary community. 

Although the September 1999 sale certainly was not the 

most collegial approach in the world to disposing of an im¬ 

portant archive—let alone preserving it—it surely reflected 

the British Library’s conviction that no American library was 

likely to come forward to acquire these imprints at anything 

like a fair market value. Obviously, the British Library’s man¬ 

agers knew that for decades many of our own great research 

libraries had been more than willing to deaccession similar 

runs of newspapers, thereby gaining valuable shelf space and 

also, at least in theory, making the materials available to read¬ 

ers in more compact, easily accessible forms. 

In the event, the British Library’s analysis was proved cor¬ 

rect. None of our libraries did want to acquire what may well 
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have been the last surviving nineteenth- and early twentieth- 

century American newspapers in something like mint condi¬ 

tion. Even the special editions printed on durable paper ap¬ 

parently held little appeal for our institutional collections. The 

British Library assumed that the major bidders would be 

dealers, and, until Nicholson Baker appeared on the scene 

with his and his wife’s retirement funds, that was indeed the 

case. 

Now, helped by a few relatively modest foundation grants, 

Baker has managed to acquire at least a portion of these en¬ 

dangered materials. He has re-deployed his retirement fund to 

rent a warehouse, install shelving, and preserve the materials 

in New England. Some may view this as a quixotic mission, 

and I do not wish to appear before you as Sancho Panza to 

Baker’s Don Quixote. However, I am pleased both that he did 

what he did and that he told the world about it, because in 

the process he has explained what makes it worth preserving, 

to the extent possible, the original copies of newspapers. 

The decades of newspaper production between, say, 1880 

and 1915 represent a period of extraordinary creativity in ty¬ 

pography and color lithography as well as in the development 

of advertising and illustration in general. For all its conven¬ 

ience, microfilm cannot adequately preserve that aspect of the 

record. Baker also discovered that in the vast commercial mi¬ 

crofilming processes, beginning in the 1930s, there were im¬ 

portant and damaging omissions. In some cases, entire years of 

major newspapers were overlooked, leaving aside completely 

the fact that individual editions of the same newspaper em¬ 

bodied interesting and perhaps significant variants that are 

preserved on film only in very few cases. 

Baker does not dispute the argument, used by many li¬ 

brarians in ridding their shelves of newspapers, that these arti¬ 

facts are heavy and cumbersome and difficult to use. But he 

finds himself in much good scholarly company in pleading 

22 Learning to Blush 



that despite those difficulties, a coordinated national preserva¬ 

tion program ought to make sure that if one or two good 

copies of the original can be found, they should be preserved 

as long as possible under the best available conditions. We all 

know that acidic paper deteriorates at a furious rate. But we 

also know that under proper conditions of temperature and 

humidity in closed bound volumes, and subjected to only oc¬ 

casional use, the life of such materials can be extended for a 

long time. 

The difficult, expensive game of preservation is, first and 

foremost, a game about time. As far as 1 can tell, there are no 

absolutes in preservation. The great danger in this entire area, 

as I believe we have or should have learned, is to place exces¬ 

sive faith or trust in any technology or technique that has 

been developed so far. That, I would suggest, was a funda¬ 

mentally erroneous, if understandably optimistic assumption 

of many of our predecessors in this field. A similarly mis¬ 

placed confidence in digital technologies could make techno¬ 

monkeys of us all. 

Microfilm, coming along as it did in the 1930s, soon took 

its central place as the penicillin of the library world. Sudden¬ 

ly, diseased materials could be photographed and renewed in 

sterile, compact, and pristine form, while the sick old husks 

were discarded. Here was a permanent cure, which, while not 

inexpensive, could be manufactured in great quantity and 

made available all over the country. It also addressed a broad 

spectrum of maladies common to many libraries. It extended 

the life of their holdings and enabled human resources to be 

deployed more effectively and productively. 

But, as with penicillin, the wonder cure was not always 

properly administered, some people were allergic to it, and 

over time it was found to be in some ways less potent than 

had at first been assumed. There are no panaceas in the pre¬ 

serving of the body and its health. Likewise, there are none 
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for preserving the bibliographic artifact and extending its 

longevity. 

One case in point can perhaps stand for many others. In 

the Folger Shakespeare Library, as in most research libraries, 

we have a rather sizable collection of microfilm. In institu¬ 

tions like the Folger, dedicated to conserving printed books 

and manuscripts, essentially two categories of microfilm exist: 

(1) master microfilms of material owned by the Folger, and 

(2) microfilm accessioned from other collections over the 

years. The first category consists of 151,350 feet of film. Of 

this, 76,778 feet are acetate-based film and 74,572 feet are the 

newer polyester film. In 1994 we suspected that there might 

be problems with the older acetate film, and so we obtained 

test strips from the Image Permanence Institute and placed 

them throughout the collection. Some parts of the acetate 

collection were clearly affected by what has come to be 

known as “vinegar syndrome.” 

At first, Folger librarians felt an unpleasant sense of panic, 

but later we were pleasantly surprised to discover that the col¬ 

lection was not as far gone as we had feared. Vinegar syn¬ 

drome, however, is exponential and infectious. Some films 

were severely warped, and many could not be retained as reg¬ 

ular parts of the collection. 

The acetate microfilms of Folger material, however, were 

not true preservation copies in the sense that we had of 

course retained, in good condition, the original materials that 

we had filmed. Although it would be nice (and perhaps most 

cost-effective) to preserve our original acetate films, we al¬ 

ways have the option of making a new film, and in some in¬ 

stances we have done just that. 

Acetate films that were in reasonably good shape have 

now been moved to a greatly expanded cold storage facility, 

which represents, however, an unanticipated cost of maintain¬ 

ing a microfilm collection. We are next planning to splice all 
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acetate films of Folger materials currently stored at room 

temperature onto ioo-foot reels. We will then make a dupli¬ 

cate polyester copy for public usage, discarding or replacing 

any films that show significant deterioration. This involves us 

in cost estimates, work-flow issues, and other components of 

a comprehensive project.Therefore, we have had to create the 

new position of “microfilm technician” within our Depart¬ 

ment of Photography to address some of these issues more 

fully. 

Meanwhile, the clock is ticking. Many boxes of film in 

our collection emit a pungent chemical odor, signaling that 

slow but inevitable and irreversible process of deterioration. 

Looking at the film collection as a whole—the Folger 

master films and the purchased films—we believe that about 

one-fifth of our microfilm collection may be contaminated. 

That means more than 100,000 feet of film. Merely identify¬ 

ing the scope of the problem and isolating the worst cases is a 

seriously labor-intensive assignment for the small staff of an 

independent research library. 

The problem is with us like acidic paper, no better, no 

worse, except that our acid-paper-based holdings seem to de¬ 

teriorate at a much slower rate. Now we are encouraged to 

believe that the newer polyester film will be our salvation, but 

who knows how long that will last, or what unanticipated 

maintenance it may in time require? Perhaps polyester will be 

the amoxicillin or erythromycin of the library wprld, losing 

its own potency in turn, while risking unanticipated compli¬ 

cations. 

We now stand on the cusp of an entirely new set of pre¬ 

servation technologies that may well bring with them an un¬ 

imaginable range of unintended consequences.3 Things, as 

Edward Tenner has brilliantly shown, do in fact bite back. If 

our great research libraries are to act responsibly with regard 

to preservation, they will have to assume a much more cau- 
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tious stance toward the wholesale adoption of technology 

than they have shown in recent decades. Librarians can be 

justly proud of their role as perhaps the leading innovators in 

technology in the humanities and social sciences. For this 

very reason, we may also be among the first to experience the 

risks and perils implicit in those technologies. 

The central point of Tenner’s book is that we all are the 

victims of the unintended consequences of technological im¬ 

provements. His examples range from medicine to computers 

and to all sorts of natural and man-made disasters, from acid 

rain to wood stove pollution, from the proliferation of agri¬ 

cultural pests to ozone depletion. It would be remarkable if li¬ 

braries had been exempt from what seems to be an almost 

universal consequence of technological modernization. But 

they are not, and the issues of preservation are not limited to 

direct interventions such as microfilm, digitization, and de- 

acidification. 

Consider, for example, the shoddy construction practices 

that have come to replace far less efficient but more durable 

building techniques of previous generations. Nowadays, the 

foundation of a new library building is likely to be surround¬ 

ed by an impermeable polyurethane membrane designed to 

keep out underground water. This replaces the much thicker 

and heavier construction of past eras. Strangely enough, how¬ 

ever, the polyurethane itself deteriorates after a decade or two, 

thus rendering collections housed underground far more vul¬ 

nerable than they would have been in another time. Similarly, 

fashionable architects often believe that the most elegant way 

to create light in a reading room is through the use of sky¬ 

lights. Yet the flashings and protective coatings now placed 

around skylights rarely last as long as the roofing materials 

used during periods when construction tended to be sturdier. 

Leaks may, and often do, ensue. 

Some new technologies come with unintended conse- 
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quences far beyond preservation of library materials. In the 

1970s and 1980s, many libraries installed fire-protection sys¬ 

tems using halon gas. Only later was it recognized that halon 

was one of the principal culprits in the destruction of the 

planet’s ozone layer. The use of halon has since been banned, 

and its production has stopped, thus involving many libraries 

in expensive retrofitting of new fire-protection systems. 

It is pointless to lament these changes, and few, if any, of us 

would wish to go back to an era of dusty, poorly ventilated 

fire traps and thumb-darkened catalog cards in creaky steel 

boxes. But not everything from the past is passe. First and 

foremost among the survivors that retain a certain currency 

are the original artifacts whose lives librarians have a special 

responsibility to prolong. 

I shall never forget my first conversations with the leader¬ 

ship of the newly established Office of Preservation at the Na¬ 

tional Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). A relative 

newcomer to the library world, I was delighted to learn that 

the Endowment had decided to devote resources to preserv¬ 

ing endangered materials. I proposed a grant for treating a 

number of fragile and irreplaceable objects in the Folger’s col¬ 

lection, but the reply was instantaneous. “It’s not our mission,” 

I was told, “to engage in conservation of individual artifacts. 

We’re only interested in photographing large series of embrit¬ 

tled materials.” Although I do not know where the NEH 

stands on this issue at the moment, I am happy to see that the 

pendulum seems to be swinging just a bit toward a more bal¬ 

anced approach in the rest of the library community. 

In Jutta Reed-Scott’s excellent report, Preserving Research 

Collections: A Collaboration between Librarians and Scholars, there 

is a keen awareness of the need for a much more balanced ap¬ 

proach to the treatment of books and manuscripts.4 Reed- 

Scott’s analysis reveals the implications of what most of us 

have suspected, that society is providing fewer and fewer re- 
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sources to deal with a bigger and bigger problem. External 

funding and support of preservation have been declining 

steadily, while the capital costs of ramping up to new tech¬ 

nologies continue to escalate within library budgets. Even if 

this were to change fairly dramatically, the agenda for most li¬ 

braries would remain daunting. As Deanna Marcum wrote in 

the New York Times in 1998, “We can’t save everything.” But 

how is the triage to be effected, and who is to do it? 

Too often, decisions about what is to be kept, preserved, 

or discarded are made at a questionable level in terms of 

where the expertise lies within library staffs, often without 

advice from other interested parties. The recent decision by 

the British Library to create more shelf space by eliminating 

80,000 book titles seems to be a classic example, for these ti¬ 

tles were culled by a few very junior librarians. It requires no 

great stretch of the imagination to suspect that useful or even 

important things may have gone out the doors forever in that 

process. 

As long as we have a critical problem of resources—and 

there seems to be no likelihood that this crisis will end any¬ 

time soon—there remains a need for a very cautious ap¬ 

proach to the disposition of print materials subject to deterio¬ 

ration. The beginning of wisdom is the recognition that all 

materials, not just print materials, will deteriorate eventually 

or could be endangered in some other way. To our collective 

embarrassment—we may, like many other professional cul¬ 

tures, have to learn to blush—print may well turn out to be 

the most stable of the technologies available to us. In any case, 

even though microfilm and digital preservation are critical to 

the future of the scholarly community, we need to find a way 

of recognizing and coming to terms with our past mistakes. 

Among the benefits of modern technology is the possibil¬ 

ity of creating an interactive database that would enable us to 

identify and store at least a few copies of every available print- 
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ed work in the original, somewhere or other. Such a move 

would only begin, of course, to satisfy a critic like Thomas 

Tanselle, who insists that virtually every copy has something 

unique about it, and that nothing should be destroyed. But it 

would at least enable us to go to an original for additional 

surrogates if and when they were needed. Such a collaborative 

enterprise would be a fail-safe approach to what has been 

perhaps too headlong a leap into innovation. 

To advocate this level of artifactual preservation is not 

necessarily to agree with Bakers assertion that the failure to 

do this in the case of some American newspapers has been a 

catastrophic mistake. But it does seem clear that our predeces¬ 

sors did not get it quite right. Our generation, too, and those 

to follow, will continue to make mistakes, for librarians are 

human. As such, we should be ready to blush, acknowledge 

error when it occurs, and move on. If we can retain a healthy 

skepticism about the efficacy of any given technology despite 

the great bandwagon effect of its commercial and institutional 

advocates, we stand a better chance of transmitting to those 

who will wish to claim it in the future the rich heritage en¬ 

trusted to us. 
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AS STRONG AS ITS WEAKEST LINK 

Developing Strategies for a Security Program 





3. As Strong as Its Weakest Link 

The Human Element 

Laurie Sowd 

Whether we work in a university art gallery, public library, 

science center, or research collection; whether we have in- 

house security employees, student gallery aides, campus po¬ 

lice, or contract security; whether we rely on our collections 

staff and other employees to uphold security standards—the 

components of our security programs are basically the same: 

(i) staff, (2) technical systems, and (3) policies and procedures, 

with training tying these components together. 

As the operations director at the Huntington Library, Art 

Collections, and Botanical Gardens, my responsibilities in¬ 

clude security, facilities, and risk management. I have come to 

believe that the risk management field too often fails to take 

into account the crucial human element. If we have not man¬ 

aged people, we have not managed risk. Although each ele¬ 

ment of our security program is critical, I will focus on peo¬ 

ple, the potential “weakest link.” 

Specifically, I will discuss training, motivation, and devel¬ 

opment (though there are many other components of the hu¬ 

man element, or the “people” issue, including hiring, mentor¬ 

ing, counseling, and others). I may select qualified people 
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who have good work ethics, but if they are bored, they will 

be weak links. I can have sophisticated technical systems, but 

if my staff members are not trained to monitor and respond 

to alarms appropriately, the systems are of minimal use. I may 

have the most beautifully crafted policies and procedures, 

handsomely bound, but if my staff cannot understand them 

and articulate what they are, why they exist, and how to im¬ 

plement them, then those policies and procedures are not 

worth the paper on which they are written. 

So, how do we manage the people in our operations? How 

do we keep our employees attentive, aware, loyal, and acting as 

outstanding stewards of the institution’s assets? And, how do 

we measure the success of our efforts to train and motivate 

our staff, as indicated by how well we serve our constituents? 

Let us start by looking at what motivates those responsible 

for the security of the collections and what creates an attrac¬ 

tive work environment and organizational culture. The United 

States @ Work 2000 study, initiated by Aon Consulting’s Loyal¬ 

ty Institute, focuses on employee behaviors that define com¬ 

mitment. It identifies seven key ways by which companies can 

build employee loyalty: (1) enabling employees to fully devel¬ 

op their skills—with ongoing training to enhance their ability 

to feel competent and well prepared to do their jobs; (2) pro¬ 

viding pay and benefits that truly meet employee needs (al¬ 

though compensation is beyond the scope of this discussion, I 

will address many intangible benefits we can provide our 

staff); (3) building a sense of spirit and pride—a sense of pur¬ 

pose, self-worth, and belief in the institution; (4) helping em¬ 

ployees balance their personal needs and goals with job re¬ 

quirements—through social interaction, a sense of communi¬ 

ty, and belonging; (5) offering opportunities for personal 

growth; (6) giving to employees the same commitment we 

expect them to give to the organization—allowing them to 

take pride in the team and feel acknowledged as individual 
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performers; and (7) demonstrating the importance of retain¬ 

ing employees. 

To begin, we can encourage professional growth through 

ongoing training to enhance competence and preparedness 

to do a job. Management should make sure training is an on¬ 

going process for all staff—not something that happens only 

during the first two weeks of employment. We should create 

opportunities for security officers and collections staff to share 

experiences. Huntington collections include art, rare books, 

manuscripts, ephemera, and plants, so sometimes it is difficult 

for security officers to recognize what objects and plants are 

actually collections material. Encouraging conversations be¬ 

tween security officers and curators and conservators reaps 

benefits on both sides. Another factor is staff participation in 

volunteer and docent training. We should get officers involved 

in activities with volunteers. Not only does such interaction 

provide an opportunity to talk about issues related to collec¬ 

tions safety and preservation, but it also raises the profile of 

the security function. 

Some of the best career motivators come from added re¬ 

sponsibility and opportunities for advancement. For example, 

ask a security officer to head a task force to look at vacation 

scheduling. Permit an officer to be responsible for a roll call— 

to select the topic, find appropriate materials, and present the 

topic or arrange for a guest speaker to do so. We can also 

identify and post a different training topic for each month, ty¬ 

ing our selection of guest speakers and activities into the 

theme. For example, during “collections” month, discuss theft 

response, have a preparator talk about object mounts and re¬ 

view collections movement policies, have your facilities staff 

discuss temperature and humidity monitoring, and invite the 

public relations staff to discuss the scope of the collections 

from the point of view of institutional image. 

We should consider a “formal” certification for comple- 
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tion of a set of programs. Programs could include videos to 

watch, one-on-one training with a supervisor, presentations 

by collections staff, and so on. Programs can be self-directed 

and should be based on an assessment of what competencies 

are important to the protection of the institution’s assets. 

Recognize completion of the certification path by presenting 

the officer with a lapel pin to be worn on the uniform. 

Do your officers understand how to move up in the or¬ 

ganization? Do they know what skills are needed and how to 

acquire and demonstrate them? You might initiate a “mystery 

shopper” program with a sister institution. Have a new securi¬ 

ty officer observe officers at the other institution anonymous¬ 

ly from the visitor’s or scholar’s perspective. Provide guide¬ 

lines on what to look for in behavior and deportment, what 

to ask, and what to do. Debrief your officer on the way secu¬ 

rity officers behaved at the other institution. Discuss the skills 

that enhance performance. 

In building spirit and pride and belief in the institution, 

we can encourage our staff to feel part of the mission in sev¬ 

eral ways. Staff members should understand the institution’s 

mission and be able to articulate it. Do you have related mis¬ 

sion statements for security and preservation? If not, how 

about developing such mission statements with your staff, to 

create focus and buy-in to the mission? The Huntington and 

Getty museums’ security mission statements are such exam¬ 

ples. At the Huntington, 

Adhering to the highest ethical standards, the security depart¬ 

ment provides for the security and safety of the visitors and staff 

and protects and preserves the collections and other assets of 

The Huntington. We facilitate an enjoyable experience for all 

visitors and a pleasant work environment for staff. Acknowledg¬ 

ing the theme of education in The Huntington’s institutional 

mission statement, the security department recognizes its duty 

to inform and educate staff and visitors about security and safe¬ 

ty issues in order to sustain and promote the continuing welfare 
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of the institution and its collections.The department provides 

these services with diligence, efficiency, thrift and politeness. 

The administration of The Huntington supports and encour¬ 

ages the security department in its pursuit of the goals put forth 

in this mission statement. 

The Getty’s mission statement promises a commitment 

“To safeguard and protect the visitors, staff, collections, and 

facilities of the Getty through a combination of security and 

emergency procedures, technology, and trained personnel.” 

We must provide information about the institution to se¬ 

curity officers to help create buy-in to the organization. In¬ 

vite guest speakers to your roll calls or department meetings. 

Consider inviting those inside your institution, such as cura¬ 

tors for exhibition previews, educators for new family pro¬ 

grams, the president of the institution, and the public relations 

manager—as well as those outside the institution, such as the 

local fire chief or the construction foreman working on a 

project at your institution. Relay monthly attendance statis¬ 

tics, visitor and staff accident information, and updates on 

construction projects. Beware the attitude of the telecommu¬ 

nication’s organization supervisor who said, “We know that 

communication is a problem, but the company is not going 

to discuss it with the employees.” 

The Ritz Carlton, in another example, emphasizes the 

positive power of words in dealing with clients. It is impor¬ 

tant to view both visitors and staff as key clients. What im¬ 

pression do you get when you hear that “Our policy is . . .” 

versus what you feel when told, “I apologize for the incon¬ 

venience?” How about, “I am not allowed to . . . ,” versus 

“How can I help?” Keep in mind what words say about the 

department’s philosophy toward dealing with its many clients. 

Balancing personal needs with job requirements—to build 

social interaction and a sense of community and belonging— 

starts with the fact that “All work is social—a fact of work life 

that people ignore at their peril.” So says Lois P. Frankel, a 
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business coach and senior partner at Corporate Coaching In¬ 

ternational in Los Angeles, California. “Establishing good 

working relationships can help us secure the cooperation of 

the people we need to accomplish our tasks. If we delay 

building good relationships until we really need them, it will 

be too late.” Some of her favorite techniques include drop¬ 

ping into someone’s office once a day for a ten-minute talk or 

greeting security officers by the timeclock for a chat about 

their families or vacation plans. Casual conversation helps 

build friendly relationships that can withstand stress. When 

people talk to you, listen—put everything else on hold. Begin 

conversations with small talk—so people know you care 

about them, not just their work. 

We should acknowledge that our staff members have pri¬ 

vate lives. Consider rewards that appeal to a staff member’s 

leisure time activities—movie tickets or restaurant gift certifi¬ 

cates. Sometimes sending a card to the staff member’s signifi¬ 

cant other is appropriate. Do not be the shipping executive 

who asked an employee to reschedule her sister’s funeral to a 

day that “would be better for me.” 

Whenever possible, schedule all-staff activities at a time 

when officers can attend—right before their reporting time, 

for example. Otherwise, consider rotating attendance—free 

up two officers this time, two different officers next time. 

To create opportunities for personal growth—another im¬ 

portant element in staff engagement—we should strive to 

make the work more interesting. A career as a security officer 

may very well seem inherently boring. To fight that, try rotat¬ 

ing posts through and within buildings. Rotations can occur 

within a single day, day to day, week to week, or even less fre¬ 

quently, but give people something different to look at and a 

way to fight the tendency to become immune to their sur¬ 

roundings. As an added benefit, new eyes looking at the same 

area may result in suggestions for improvements. 
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If you have regular meetings or roll calls, hold some of 

them “in the field,” at construction sites, exhibit installations, 

or tricky access points. During training sessions or roll calls, 

get out the grab bag. Have your security officers write down 

questions they are most frequently asked. Take other questions 

from complaints or suggestions on comment cards, the com¬ 

munications or public relations department, receptionists, and 

visitor surveys. Write a single question on each slip of paper, 

creating as many slips as you want and putting them into the 

grab bag. During training sessions, have a security officer 

draw, read, and respond to the question, and then follow with 

a helpful critique from you and from officers present. Instead 

of slips of paper, the Getty uses laminated flash cards, color- 

coded by topic, that can be used by supervisors with officers, 

or as self-study aids. The flash cards can be used for training 

exercises that test the officer’s knowledge of steps to take in a 

specified situation. 

Role-playing, too, can be a useful training device. Develop 

and stage brief scenarios (thirty seconds to two minutes) rele¬ 

vant to your environment. Use your enthusiastic problem- 

solvers (your security officers, volunteers, or others) to create 

scenarios and to perform in them. For example, pretend a vis¬ 

itor tries to take a flash photograph in the manuscripts gallery. 

Create a situation in which everyone wins—where the secu¬ 

rity officer stops the visitor from taking flash photographs, but 

the visitor retains his or her dignity and good feelings about 

the organization. Focus on the “win-win” scenario, but show 

“losing” scenarios, too. Consider videotaping sessions for fu¬ 

ture use. 

To keep hourly employees engaged and alert, it may help 

to rotate staff members to other departments for a half-day. 

Have a security officer spend some time in the stacks, and ro¬ 

tate a collections staff member from the stacks to a bag 

checkpoint. 
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A scavenger hunt can be a fun, effective, and quick way to 

ensure that security officers remain knowledgeable. One natu¬ 

ral area to focus on is the location of visitor-service-related 

subjects, particularly for new staff orientation: where visitors 

can fill out comment cards; where the X exhibition is; where 

restrooms and drinking fountains are located; where Y special 

painting is located; where to go for information on Z; and so 

on. Have security officers retrieve a marker from each location 

to prove they found the right destination. Or, scavenger hunts 

can focus on the location of fire extinguishers, emergency ex¬ 

its, or water leak response kits. 

We need to find ways to give to employees the same com¬ 

mitment we expect them to give to the organization—an 

ability to take pride in the team and also feel acknowledged 

as individual performers. In the Denver Museum of Natural 

History’s customer service department, staff members found 

that their services were well rated by visitors, providing them 

an opportunity to take pride in the team. As a result, the staff 

decided to aim higher, to put a fine polish on those services 

by improving staff morale and job satisfaction, focusing on the 

individual performer. The underlying assumption that happier 

people are more effective and make better representatives for 

our institutions works from a security perspective. Staff mem¬ 

bers who enjoy their work and take pride in it make more in¬ 

vested and alert guardians of the collections. The museum’s 

efforts included involving staff members in crafting their own 

job descriptions and evaluation criteria and in providing 

more frequent, informal evaluations of those staff members. 

It is important to find opportunities for public recogni¬ 

tion through staff newsletters, roll calls, and department meet¬ 

ings. The “Practical Supervision” newsletter from Professional 

Training Associates recommends starting each week with a 

list of your employees. As soon as you notice an employee do¬ 

ing something that merits recognition, make a note beside the 
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person’s name. Add a big check mark as soon as you congrat¬ 

ulate the person for his or her accomplishment, something 

that should be done right away. Pay special attention to peo¬ 

ple who still do not have a check mark by Thursday, and find 

a contribution to recognize. 

The Science Place in Dallas, Texas, launched a “Wow!” 

program. When a staff member goes above and beyond the 

call of duty, the person who recognizes the achievement gives 

the staff member a coupon redeemable for small prizes and an 

employee-of-the-month recognition (provided through the 

organization). Both the recipient and the giver are appreciated 

for values honored by the organization: innovative ideas, cre¬ 

ative problem solving, honoring of cultural diversity, superb 

communication, and so on. Likewise, the “Shining Star” pro¬ 

gram at the Shedd Aquarium provides a pin and recognition 

breakfast for high achievers. 

If your security officers already wear name badges, add an 

indication if they are bilingual (e.g., “Officer Jones, Yo hablo 

Espanol”).The officer is proud of his or her extra capabilities, 

the staff recognizes that special skill, and visitors receive ap¬ 

propriate assistance. Other ways to emphasize staff teamwork 

include taking an annual department photograph to post or 

to distribute to other staff online; providing opportunities for 

a public round of applause, such as at staff holiday lunches, all¬ 

staff meetings, and department meetings; and asking people 

what rewards are meaningful to them. Go straight to the 

source to find out what motivates your staff members. 

It is also important to show commitment to retaining em¬ 

ployees by communicating that the institution values high- 

achieving employees. Assess staff turnover to see how success¬ 

fully you are retaining those staff members. Does the rate of 

preventable terminations exceed that of other departments or 

the institution as a whole? Does it exceed last year’s figures? 

Does it exceed an industry benchmark? 
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We have looked at ways to keep our staff motivated and 

attentive. Now, how do we know whether our efforts are pay¬ 

ing oh? How do we measure success in meeting our organi¬ 

zation’s objectives through an invigorated staff? At the Hunt¬ 

ington, the security manager and I jointly determined who 

the security department serves and what those constituents 

want. We then crafted some basic security objectives—the 

fundamental responsibilities of the security function—and 

agreed on ways to measure progress against these objectives. 

We developed five broad objectives for our security organiza¬ 

tion and established ways to measure our success: 

(1) The Huntington experiences no collections, buildings, 

or property damage or loss that reasonably could have been 

anticipated or mitigated by security actions. This is measured 

by loss experience. 

(2) Huntington staff members—and also readers, volun¬ 

teers, and others—perceive that the security department adds 

value to their work life and work environment. Added value 

is measured by discussions with staff members or surveys of 

staff attitudes, reports to the safety log, and incident reports. 

Elements here include the following: 

• Staff members feel safe and secure at work. 

• Staff members receive appropriate and reasonable assis¬ 

tance from security officers, consistently and promptly. 

• Staff members perceive that security-related policies and 

procedures are reasonable and fair. 

• Staff members perceive that the security of the institu¬ 

tion is rigorous and appropriate for the people and 

property protected. 

(3) Huntington visitors perceive that the security depart¬ 

ment adds value to their visit. Visitor reactions are measured 

by discussions or surveys with visitors, and by comment cards. 

We want to determine that: 
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• visitors feel safe and secure on the property; 

• visitors feel welcome; and 

• visitors receive accurate and helpful information from 

security officers. 

(4) Senior management of the Huntington perceives that 

the security department is efficiently, effectively, and credibly 

led by security management staff Leadership is measured by 

turnover and retention ratios, through observation of the gen¬ 

eral ledgers on a quarterly basis, and through discussions with 

principal security officers. Our goals are to ensure that: 

• High-achieving security officers are retained. 

• The combined operating and salary budget in the secu¬ 

rity department is consistently within 1 percent of the 

budgeted bottom line. 

• Senior management perceives that it is valuable to in¬ 

volve security officers in discussions, problem-solving, 

and response to emergency situations. 

• Senior management can see that the security depart¬ 

ment handles both day-to-day operations and special 

programs—such as exhibits, events, and lectures—with a 

high degree of professionalism. 

(5) Security officers perceive that the Huntington adds 

value to their lives and that they in turn add value to the or¬ 

ganization. Such staff perceptions can be measured by discus¬ 

sions or surveys with security officers. We expect our discus¬ 

sions to reveal the following: 

• Security officers feel they are well trained. They clearly 

understand and can articulate their job responsibilities. 

• Security officers feel they have opportunities for 

growth. 

• Security officers feel they contribute to the organization 

and are respected and appreciated for that contribution. 
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In our discussion, we have not yet used one key word— 

judgment. We build employee commitment through training 

and organizational philosophy so staff members understand 

what is expected of them and why Then, we must let our 

employees exercise judgment within those parameters. This is 

crucial—“the institution has trained you well and trusts you 

to act in its best interest.” The effort to strengthen the human 

element of our security programs can never ebb. It must be 

our constant mantra, for people can easily be our greatest as¬ 

set, rather than our weakest link. 
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4. Developing a Plan for Collections 

Security • The Library of Congress Experience 

Steven I. Herman 
% w 

The Library of Congress has developed a comprehensive, 

integrated collections security program to protect its “her¬ 

itage assets” (the term we have given to the Library’s perma¬ 

nent collections). Keys to success in building this program 

consisted of: first, recognizing the challenges facing us; next, 

obtaining management and staff support; and, finally, ensuring 

a collaborative effort between security and library profession¬ 

als. Neither library managers nor security professionals, oper¬ 

ating alone, could have produced the high-quality program 

that we developed in this collaborative environment. The re¬ 

sult is a program that not only has widespread buy-in but also 

has a readily understandable implementation phase—because 

staff members are on board and understand the concepts, ter¬ 

minology, and need. 

As we began developing a collections security plan for the 

Library of Congress, we realized that the program would be 

successful only if we first made a realistic assessment of the 

existing situation. In so doing, we found challenges that we 

needed to recognize and address. I believe there were four 

main issues: 
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(1) “It’s not my job.” Although not always apparent, the Li¬ 

brary’s culture betrayed an attitude of “we versus they” be¬ 

tween the Library’s staff and managers and the Library’s secu¬ 

rity professionals. Although not antagonistic, this attitude of¬ 

ten took the form of staff members’ feeling that they should 

not be asked to assume the responsibility for collections secu¬ 

rity but, rather, that this was the job of the security profes¬ 

sionals. Staff members felt that they themselves had been 

hired and trained to help researchers and build collections, 

not to enforce security regulations and act as police. 

(2) “All this money and not one book.” At the same time 

that everyone agreed that security was necessary, Library staff 

members often resented the amount of money spent on secu¬ 

rity, believing that it took away funds from such core Library 

activities as reference and collections development. It was not 

unusual to hear a staff member say that we are spending a lot 

of money on security, but all that money does not buy us one 

manuscript or one book. 

(3) “Security is locks and cages.” Traditionally, when we 

had talked about collections security, people immediately fo¬ 

cused on physical security—that is, lock-and-key control, sur¬ 

veillance cameras, intrusion detection, cages, and vaults. We 

believed that effective collections security, however, required 

a much broader-based program than simply physical secu¬ 

rity, and that if we defined the program more broadly, we 

also would attain increased interest and buy-in from Library 

staff. 

(4) “Don’t you trust us?” We believed that an effective se¬ 

curity program should address all possible threats. For collec¬ 

tions security, this involved changing procedures for access to 

the collections both for researchers and for Library staff. Per¬ 

haps no other aspect of developing our program evoked the 

level of emotional reaction, especially from staff, as we saw 

when we modified our policies to limit staff access to collec- 
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tions storage areas in 1992, shortly after closing the stacks to 

the general public. 

We addressed these four main challenges and made every 

effort to enlist the support of the staff: 

(1) “It’s not my job.” Those of us who have witnessed the 

mutilation and theft of irreplaceable items—and have seen 

the frustration of researchers who have traveled long distances 

for an item that can be found only at the Library of Congress, 

arriving to find the item either missing or mutilated—are 

convinced that security is everyone’s job. We have adopted a 

concept of levels of responsibility, with the staff being the first 

line of defense. When the situation cannot be addressed safely 

and satisfactorily by the staff member, or when the event hap¬ 

pens outside of a reading room or work area, we summon the 

Library of Congress Police. 

We have established an active security awareness program 

to make staff members aware of the importance of collections 

security and of their role in ensuring the protection of our 

heritage assets for this and future generations. Examples of 

successful initiatives include: regular articles in the staff news¬ 

letter, the Gazette; programs for the staff such as a Security 

Awareness Week, with posters, bookmarks, and presentations; 

presentations to groups of employees; and displays of mutilat¬ 

ed items, including the cost of the items and the unique in¬ 

formation or illustrations that were lost. 

(2) “All this money and not one book.” This concern is 

voiced more frequently in an era of diminishing resources and 

increased competition for available funding. We have ex¬ 

plained to our staff that the result of not spending the neces¬ 

sary funds to protect our heritage assets can be far worse in 

terms of mutilation, theft, and permanent, irreplaceable loss of 

the artifact and the information than the reduced purchasing 

ability that may result from allocating funds for security pur- 

Steven J. Herman 47 



poses. Staff awareness has been increased by displays of muti¬ 

lated items and, wherever possible, by sharing stories of at¬ 

tempted thefts and mutilations that were thwarted by having 

alert security staff. In collections areas having a high value and 

unique material, success stories can significantly raise staff 

awareness and understanding of the need to have adequate se¬ 

curity staff. 

(3) “Security is locks and cages.” Perhaps one of our major 

accomplishments as we crafted our comprehensive collections 

security plan was to move away from the traditional view that 

a collections security program equates with a physical securi¬ 

ty program—locks, keys, cages, security cameras, intrusion de¬ 

tection systems, alarms, and so forth. Indeed, as we developed 

our collections security program, we took a much broader 

approach. We felt that a truly comprehensive plan must ad¬ 

dress four critical issues: what we have, where each item is at 

any given time, how we preserve the items for this and future 

generations, and how we protect the items physically. Only 

the last of these four issues—physical security—has tradition¬ 

ally been addressed by the security professionals; the other 

three are traditionally addressed as core library activities— 

bibliographic control, inventory control and tracking, and 

preservation. By defining collections security as including all 

four areas, we were not only able to put together an integrat¬ 

ed plan but also to bring professional librarians and security 

experts together in this collaborative effort. 

(4) “Don’t you trust us?” We took a number of positive 

steps to explain to the staff why it was necessary to make 

certain changes; even so, we were not completely successful 

in convincing everyone on the staff that we had to adopt 

the policies we did. Among the steps we took were the fol¬ 

lowing: 

• We held a number of staff forums in which the Librarian 

of Congress and security and other Library staff mem- 
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bers explained to Library employees what we were do¬ 

ing and why 

• As part of these forums, we set up dramatic displays of 

mutilated items with captions that explained the 

uniqueness of the items, what had been lost and could 

never be examined again, and the assessed cost of the 

items. Staff members attending these forums and view¬ 

ing these exhibits left with a very different perspective 

of the scope of the problem and the impact of not pro¬ 

tecting the collections than they had had when they ar¬ 

rived. By showing concrete examples, we demonstrated 

that mutilation and theft were not mere abstract con¬ 

cepts. 

• We established options to determine stack access for staff 

in various positions to ensure that staff members could 

continue to do their work without encountering signifi¬ 

cant roadblocks in their path, and we explained these 

options to the staff. We tried to remain as flexible as pos¬ 

sible in listening to the concerns of staff and in develop¬ 

ing appropriate options. 

• We were honest with staff members in reaffirming our 

belief to them that they are our greatest asset and that 

we were not accusing them of dishonest behavior. At the 

same time, all of us needed to recognize that out of a 

staff of more than four thousand employees, it only took 

a few people to create serious damage to the collections. 

Unfortunately, there was no “profile” that we could use 

to determine who might create problems and therefore 

restrict access only to those individuals. We shared with 

staff specific incidents involving staff, as well as citing 

studies and articles supporting the need to address insid¬ 

er as well as outsider threats. 

Once we had both librarians and security professionals 

working collaboratively, our next step was to develop a frame - 
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work that we hoped would cover all four control areas: bibli¬ 

ographic control, inventory control and tracking, preserva¬ 

tion, and physical security. We did so by adopting a series of 

four steps that, when completed, would constitute the collec¬ 

tions security plan itself. 

Step 1: Reaffirming the four categories of controls. This was a 

fairly straightforward process. We agreed—and our consultants 

and auditors supported our understanding—that our collec¬ 

tions security plan would provide a program to assert: 

(1) Bibliographic control. This is the most logical first 

step: we need to know what we have—primarily author 

and title information. 

(2) Inventory control and tracking. Once we know what 

we have, we need two additional pieces of information: 

how many we have and where each item is assigned (for 

instance, the Law Library, general collections, or Main 

Reading Room reference collection); and the location of 

each item if it is moved from its assigned location (for in¬ 

stance, for circulation or rebinding). 

(3) Preservation. Once we are satisfied that we know 

what we have, and where each trackable item is at any 

given time, as stewards of the nation’s “library of last re¬ 

sort,” we need to ensure, through best preservation tech¬ 

niques, that the item will be available not only for the 

current generation, but also for future generations. Preser¬ 

vation measures include components such as: regulating 

and monitoring the environment; emergency prepared¬ 

ness; proper furniture and equipment; proper handling; 

physical treatment; and reformatting. 

(4) Physical security. Finally, we could not underestimate 

the importance of ensuring that the item is physically se¬ 

cure, especially when in its storage location. We therefore 

looked at vaults, cages, cameras, limited-access stacks, 
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intrusion detection, and other means to secure the collec¬ 

tions. 

Step 2: The tiers of risk. One of the most challenging as¬ 

pects of putting together the collections security plan was to 

establish the tiers of risk. By categorizing material into one of 

five categories along the tiers-of-risk continuum, we were ac¬ 

knowledging that all collections items are not created equal 

for the purpose of developing a meaningful security plan. 

With finite resources, and 120 million items in our collec¬ 

tions, it is essential that we categorize material so that we can 

determine how best to deploy our resources to ensure the 

protection of collections according to their value (not simply 

monetary value, but also research, uniqueness, and artifactual 

value). We could not examine, make a meaningful determina¬ 

tion, and provide a protection program for every one of the 

120 million items in the Library’s collections, but we could 

establish broad categories to form the tiers of risk. From our 

discussions, we developed a five-tier risk continuum, and we 

labeled the collections accordingly: 

(1) Platinum. These collections essentially include the 

Library’s most priceless items. The “Treasures” are the 

quintessential components of this category. 

(2) Gold. These collections include the Library’s rare 

items having prohibitive replacement cost, high market 

value, and significant, cultural, historical, and/or artifactual 

importance. 

(3) Silver. These collections require special handling 

and include the Library’s items at particularly high risk, 

such as computer software, popular labels in print, videos, 

and compact discs. 

(4) Bronze. These collections include those items 

served without special restrictions in the Library’s reading 

rooms and materials that may be lent without stringent 

restrictions. 
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(5) Copper. These collections are those that the Library 

does not intend to retain but holds while deciding, for 

example, which items may be used for its exchange and 

gift program. 

Step 3: Establishing the life cycles: Our next discussion in¬ 

volved what the status of an item might be at any given time. 

We identified five possibilities: 

(1) In Process. Refers to the collections while held dur¬ 

ing their accessioning, organizing, processing, and trans¬ 

port to storage. 

(2) In Storage. Refers to the collections while in per¬ 

manent storage. 

(3) In Use. Refers to the collections while being used 

by researchers or staff. 

(4) In Transit. Refers to the collections while being 

transported from permanent storage to another location. 

(5) On Exhibit. Refers to the collections while on ex¬ 

hibit either at the Library of Congress or at another loca¬ 

tion. 

Step 4: The security control measures—developing the grids. 

Our next step was to identify, for each tier of risk and each 

life cycle, the security control measures that would be used to 

protect the collections. The security control measures were 

aimed at responding to the four questions discussed earlier: 

what do we have (bibliographic), how many of them and 

where are they (inventory control and tracking), how do we 

preserve the items (preservation), and how do we physically 

secure them (physical security)? 

We began with the physical security requirements, be¬ 

cause physical security has received the greatest attention and 

is the most straightforward to address. To ensure a collabora¬ 

tive effort and buy-in, we put together a team of physical and 

electronic security specialists and library managers who had 
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already played a major role in collections security planning. 

The team identified and defined the measures that should be 

taken to protect the collections. In the area of physical securi¬ 

ty, these measures included: marking (ownership) and tagging 

(theft detection strips); secured transit; intrusion detection; 

closed-circuit television; storage; key and lock control; elec¬ 

tronic access control; and exit inspection. For many of these 

measures, we established levels of control depending on the 

tiers of risk. For example, for closed-circuit television cover¬ 

age, we had three levels. Level 3, the highest level, was defined 

as “image displayed and recorded in Library police communi¬ 

cations center during alarm condition.” Level 2, the interme¬ 

diate level, was defined as “Level 1 with additional cameras 

capturing facial features plus specific areas of interest, for in¬ 

stance, patron using material at desk in Rare Book and Spe¬ 

cial Collections Reading Room.” Level 1, the minimum lev¬ 

el, was defined as “recorded cameras showing large area views 

with limited facial details of individuals.” 

When we had completed this process, we had five grids, 

one for each of the life cycles—in process, in storage, in use, 

in transit, and on exhibit.1 One of the most challenging steps 

followed: determining which level of control applied to 

which tier in each life cycle. Our guiding principle was to an¬ 

swer the question, “What is the minimum requirement that 

we need to implement to be able to satisfy ourselves that we 

can give assurance that the collections are being protected to 

the appropriate level?” In this context, we once again had to 

develop and accept a number of working assumptions: 

• There is no such thing as absolute assurance. Although 

we can have a policy of zero tolerance for those stealing 

or mutilating the collections, we cannot give absolute 

assurance that nothing will ever be stolen or damaged. 

• Not every item can be protected to the same level, nor 

should it be, given finite resources. Our program must 
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aim at giving assurance that the appropriate level of pro¬ 

tection is being provided. Certainly, the nature and level 

of protection for the Library’s copy of the Gutenberg 

Bible is not the same as that given to today’s edition of 

the New York Times. 

• We therefore needed to establish the minimum level of 

security for each specific category of material . We were 

cognizant of the fact that our collections security plan, 

when finally developed, would be presented to our 

peers, management, and others. Credibility was key if 

the plan was to be accepted and was to serve as the basis 

for an implementation program. We needed to ensure 

that our security program could indeed be supported 

and could serve as the basis for future planning, pro¬ 

gramming, and budgeting. 

Once we had completed our protection prioritization 

framework of physical security controls, we were ready to gain 

broad-based acceptance. First, we gathered a group of our 

peers together and presented the proposed plan. We explained 

it, received their feedback, and made modifications as appro¬ 

priate. Next, we presented the plan to the Library’s senior 

managers and got their feedback and approval. And, finally, we 

received the approval of our congressional oversight commit¬ 

tees. The last was accomplished in early 1998. 

Our planning groups were intent on ensuring that the 

plan, as finally adopted, would serve as a guide for action and 

would not be just another study to sit on the shelf. For that 

reason, we developed a set of actions, a timeline, and four 

standing subcommittees to lead the implementation phase. 

The four areas representated by these subcommittees are: Pol¬ 

icy and Standards; Operations; Security Awareness; and Re¬ 

sources. These subcommittees meet regularly, and the chairs of 

each gather periodically to share progress and ideas. 

Establishing minimum standards was important. But the 
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next step we needed to take was to assess where we are, and 

what we need to do to meet these standards. Our assessment 

program consisted of visiting all the custodial and processing 

divisions and discussing the program with them. These field 

visits and the personal interaction proved to be a wise way to 

proceed and yielded excellent results. In discussing what we 

needed to obtain during these visits, we went back to our 

grids and looked at the dots we had placed in the matrix in¬ 

dicating the minimum standard. We decided that wherever a 

dot was present, we would replace this during our field visit 

with a baseline status, i.e., stating how well that specific custo¬ 

dial or processing unit met the minimum requirement. To aid 

us in gathering data, we identified five baseline statuses: 

C, or completed, meaning that the division meets the 

minimum standard. 

P, or partially completed, meaning that additional actions 

will be required to meet fully the minimum standard. 

F, or funded, meaning that although controls are incom¬ 

plete at this time, monies to create controls meeting the mini¬ 

mum standard have been appropriated. 

H, or “in-house,” meaning that the division currently 

does not meet the minimum standard but can do so by re¬ 

configuring with no additional funding. 

U, or unmet, meaning that the division does not com¬ 

pletely meet the minimum standard. 

We then conducted our visits, filled out the grids using 

the statuses above, and elaborated on these with comments. 

The grids prepared for each of the Library’s custodial and 

processing divisions continue to provide the framework for 

security planning as we implement the minimum standards 

we established in the plan. 

The approach we adopted was highly successful on many 

levels. I believe the greatest advantages are: 
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Collaborative effort. The development and implementation 

of the collections security plan was a collaborative effort 

of Library managers and security managers and staff. I 

cannot emphasize enough the importance of this collab¬ 

oration. It built mutual trust and understanding, when 

there is traditionally a kind of wariness. By presenting 

this plan as a collaborative effort, Library staff and man¬ 

agers more readily accepted it. 

A shared vocabulary. By getting away from an extended 

list of formats, value, and specific collections assign¬ 

ments, and by using five categories of tiers of risk that 

are not dependent on format or custodial unit, managers 

and staff throughout the Library have adopted the same 

vocabulary. If we say that we have developed a project to 

protect the gold collections, staff members understand 

what we are doing. 

An approved, understandable plan. A major challenge that 

we have faced in the past has been that, although we 

have long taken collections security very seriously and 

have a zero-tolerance policy for theft and mutilation, we 

did not have a formal plan to which we could refer 

when preparing budget requests or when deciding 

which collections security initiatives we should tackle 

first. Without such a document, we had not always been 

articulate or convincing in implementing collections se¬ 

curity measures. Now we can refer to the plan when 

developing a program to enhance collections security. 

A blueprint for action. We found, as we went from division 

to division, that many of the minimum requirements 

had already been met, that others were in the process of 

being met, and that others could be done in-house. For 

those unmet needs that require additional funding, it is 

far more meaningful to place these in a multiyear plan 
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along with prioritization (protecting our platinum and 

gold collections first, for example). Our requests are far 

better received when they fit into a planning framework 

than when they come as disjointed requests. 

• A synergistic approach. We found that—in determining 

what to implement, how to implement it, and what 

might be unattainable—we needed to look at the plan 

in its entirety, rather than blindly following each mini¬ 

mum requirement. In so doing, we established two basic 

principles. First, a synergistic approach is essential be¬ 

cause if we cannot meet a minimum requirement in one 

area, we may be able to use controls in place in another 

area to provide the same level of assurance that we are 

protecting our collections. Second, as good as a plan is, 

there is no substitute for good judgment. 
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5. Creating a Culture of Security in the 

University of Maryland Libraries 

fjj Charles B. Lowry 

In mid-October 2000, the University of Maryland li¬ 

braries had an object lesson that illustrates that building a cul¬ 

ture of security is still a work in progress. Despite improve¬ 

ments in procedures and security awareness instituted in re¬ 

cent years, we still have a long way to go. In the October 

incident, a young man had walked out of the front entrance 

of the University of Maryland’s McKeldin Library carrying a 

computer monitor. No one questioned him. The incident, 

however, occasioned a considerable amount of discussion on 

the staff e-mail. 

A few days later, the same young man was stopped carry¬ 

ing the associated computer processor unit and questioned by 

a staff member. It is a relief to report that he was a graduate 

student cleaning out his carrel and the equipment was his 

own. Nonetheless, this anecdote illustrates both (1) the chal¬ 

lenges we face in developing an effective safety and security 

program in a large research library, and (2) the progress we are 

making in improving security awareness among staff. 

Although significant safety and security problems are rela¬ 

tively infrequent in academic libraries, all library staff mem¬ 

bers need to maintain a keen awareness of the fact that they 
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are working in a busy environment that is open to the public 

many hours a week. Moreover, those of us in academic and 

public libraries are part of a larger community, where thou¬ 

sands of people live, work, and go to school every day To be 

responsible members of this community and to protect our 

patrons, staff, collections, and facilities, we must all share re¬ 

sponsibility for safety and security. Libraries are “systems,” and 

security is a vital part of maintaining balance in these systems. 

Safety and security in libraries include a diverse range of 

topics, from the seemingly mundane—such as enforcing a no¬ 

food and no-drink policy—to more serious incidents that in¬ 

clude theft and disruptive behavior. Therefore, it is important 

to provide staff with the information and the tools they need 

to respond to a variety of situations. Staff members need 

clearly stated policies and procedures and the training to un¬ 

derstand them so they can take action when called upon to 

do so—in what might be called a shared culture of mutual re¬ 

sponsibility for security and safety. 

In 1997, the University of Maryland libraries embarked 

upon an assessment of its policies, procedures, and facilities in 

partnership with the Association of Research Libraries (ARL). 

The security study and subsequent development of practice 

and policy were implemented over a two-year period and 

model a comprehensive approach for a large academic library 

system. 

The safety and security environment in the fall of 1997 

was long overdue for some scrutiny. For several years, the li¬ 

braries had contracted with the University of Maryland Police 

Department (UMPD) to recruit, train, and manage Student 

Police Aides (SPAs). Frequently undergraduates, the SPAs 

were posted at the entrance of the two largest library build¬ 

ings, McKeldin and Hornbake, and they also staffed a security 

point in the “twenty-four-hour room” on the ground floor of 

Hornbake. At both libraries, their principal duties were to 
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monitor the electronic theft-detection gates at the exits, en¬ 

force the no-food and no-drink policy, and be on the lookout 

for disruptive behavior. At the four smaller branch libraries on 

campus, SPAs were employed only at closing time, when they 

would perform sweeps to ensure that all patrons had vacated 

the facilities. 

In September 1997, the UMPD indicated that it wished to 

terminate the SPA contract with the University of Maryland 

Libraries because it found it difficult to recruit, select, train, 

and retain an adequate number of SPAs to meet the contract. 

Further, the UMPD was frustrated with the criticism that re¬ 

sulted from the many shortcomings in the service. For in¬ 

stance, SPAs often did not show up for duty on time; they did 

not enforce the no-food and no-drink policy; and they slept 

on the job. In retrospect, it is clear from the dearth of incident 

reports that the SPA system did not really provide security, 

but only the illusion of security. Unfortunately, this arrange¬ 

ment was more of a security blanket that allowed us to avoid 

taking full responsibility for library safety and loss prevention. 

The UMPD’s position and the arrival of new leadership 

in the library provided the occasion to review this practice. As 

the newly appointed dean of libraries, I worked with the new 

director of public services to reevaluate the situation. Philo¬ 

sophically, we agreed that the staff should assume the princi¬ 

pal responsibility for safety and security of library users, col¬ 

lections, and facilities. Indeed, we noted more than once the 

irony of having undergraduates deal with sensitive and often 

difficult matters while full-time staff members remained out¬ 

side observers. Candidly, although staff members were not 

anxious to take on the job themselves, they were willing to 

complain loudly when an SPA failed to open up a facility or 

fulfill any small duty. 

Pragmatically, we were interested in reallocating the funds 

that went into the SPA contract for other staff needs. As 
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chance would have it, the Association of Research Libraries, 

located in Washington, D.C., was seeking to pilot a security 

self-study with a nearby member of the association, and the 

University of Maryland was approached. Because the ARL 

proposal would give us an opportunity to make a top-to-bot- 

tom review of our safety and security capabilities and to ex¬ 

plore alternatives, we were eager to participate. 

After some negotiation, the ARL project commenced in 

October 1997 with a meeting between the Library Executive 

Council (senior managers reporting to the dean), Glenn Zim¬ 

merman from ARL, and Robert Morse from George P. Morse 

and Associates, a local loss-prevention firm hired to consult on 

the project. Morse and Associates would conduct a compre¬ 

hensive audit of the University of Maryland libraries’ safety 

and security environment as a foundation for developing self- 

study materials that might also be used in other libraries. The 

audit would be both a management study—focusing on phi¬ 

losophy, policies, and procedures—and an assessment of exist¬ 

ing facilities and practices, with recommendations for correc¬ 

tive action as needed. Morse presented the libraries a project 

proposal in November with an anticipated completion date of 

April 1998. The director of public services and the director of 

planning and administrative services were designated as the 

in-house contacts for the audit. Throughout the project, we 

remained in regular communication with the Association of 

Research Libraries. 

Shortly after we began the audit in 1997, the UMPD in¬ 

formed us that if we wished to continue our contract, there 

would be a dramatic increase in charges for SPA services once 

the contract expired at the end of the year. Rates were to in¬ 

crease nearly 200 percent from eight dollars per hour to fif¬ 

teen dollars per hour, a figure that the libraries’ budget could 

not sustain. In anticipation of that eventuality, and in recogni¬ 

tion that the audit and its recommendations would not be 
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available until spring, Hornbake Library security was turned 

over to the Hornbake circulation staff. We continued to use 

the services of the SPAs at a negotiated rate of twelve dollars 

per hour in McKeldin Library, with the proviso that we 

would terminate the contract if the recommendations of the 

audit pointed us in a new direction. 

Morse and Associates conducted numerous site visits and 

interviews in late 1997 and early 1998, including meetings 

with the UMPD, facilities personnel, campus security, securi¬ 

ty-related vendors such as 3M (Minnesota Mining and Man¬ 

ufacturing) , and numerous library staff. These meetings were 

intensive in-depth considerations of the environment. In ad¬ 

dition, Morse conducted a thorough investigation of six li¬ 

brary facilities. In June 1998, Morse and Associates presented a 

draft report to the Library Executive Council. After incorpo¬ 

rating revisions and clarifications, the Library Executive 

Council accepted the final report in November 1998. 

The Morse Report from 1998 is a 100-page analysis based 

on interviews, documents, and direct observation. It has guid¬ 

ed our safety and security planning ever since. The report 

makes numerous and detailed recommendations for action to 

improve security, from detailed technology recommendations 

to those directed at general policy and practice. The recom¬ 

mendations may be summarized here: 

(1) The University of Maryland libraries have no single 

authority for safety and security matters. A locus of responsi¬ 

bility and authority for practice nevertheless must be estab¬ 

lished at the level of a director reporting directly to the dean 

of libraries. 

(2) A wide divergence in employee attitudes exists toward 

safety and security, “ranging from substantial involvement to 

disinterest and apathy.” The libraries must therefore develop 

an articulated philosophy along with policies and procedures, 

followed by a training program for all staff. 
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(3) An emergency response team should be formed. 

(4) To accurately assess collection loss, hard data must be 

collected through regular, systematic, thorough inventories. 

(5) Effective access-control systems and other safety and 

security technologies such as video cameras need to be im¬ 

proved for all library facilities. In this regard, several levels of 

technology implementation were described, but the recom¬ 

mendation was that at least Level 1, those recommendations 

having the highest priority, ought to be accomplished early 

on. 

(6) All use of student police aides should be discontinued, 

and staff members themselves should assume full responsibili¬ 

ty for safety and security in the university libraries. 

This last recommendation was the most far-reaching, be¬ 

cause it pointed in a direction that was dramatically different 

from existing practice. The report stated matters quite force¬ 

fully: 

The Security history of the Libraries indicates that a full-time 

police presence is not required, but that rapid police response 

must be virtually certain. The current SPA staff has no greater 

authority, training, or capabilities than should be provided to 

similar library staff. There is no reason to expect that security 

conditions will deteriorate. . . . 

The assignment of the Protection function to Library staff 

requires that very specific responsibilities, duties and training re¬ 

quirements be developed and utilized. Library personnel must 

be instructed regarding their responsibility to monitor their ar¬ 

eas of responsibility and, particularly, in actions to be taken in 

the event of an incident. 

Once the Morse Report was submitted, the libraries began 

to implement the recommendations, particularly those that 

did not require financial resources. We picked the low-hang¬ 

ing fruit first. Two key recommendations constituted our first 

priority. First, we developed a procedures manual, consolidat- 
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ing the former SPA manual, disparate library policies and pro¬ 

cedures, and the security audit. The manual served as a foun¬ 

dation for our policy, practice, and training. New “University 

of Maryland Libraries Safety/Security Guidelines” were pre¬ 

pared in late 1998 and are mounted on the libraries’Web site, 

where the staff, users, faculty, students, and the public may 

view them. Second, the libraries discontinued the services of 

the SPAs. Security for McKeldin and the opening and closing 

of all library facilities became the responsibility of library staff. 

In the McKeldin Library, the circulation and information 

services staff bore the brunt of these changes. 

To assist in the transition, the UMPD provided training in 

enforcing the no-food and no-drink policy, managing the 

exit theft-detection gates, dealing with disruptive patrons, 

performing opening and closing procedures, and handling 

medical and facilities emergencies. This training, reinforced 

by the new procedures manual, served as a foundation for a 

library-wide training effort early in 1999. Nearly 250 staff 

members have participated in this training, which addresses 

the two main objectives, that is, to ensure that staff understand 

security procedures and are able to implement them; and to 

ensure that staff are able to use techniques (such as communi¬ 

cation or conflict-resolution skills) for dealing with problem 

customer situations. 

Training sessions began with the discussion of a “Richter 

scale” instrument, one that assesses staff perceptions of the en¬ 

vironment in which people work and the comfort level they 

feel while handling uncomfortable situations. Following some 

discussion and the application of the scale, participants re¬ 

ceived a detailed orientation, suited to their needs and re¬ 

sponses, to the safety and security guidelines. The session end¬ 

ed with role-playing of various situations described in the 

guidelines. 

In addition to the development of the procedures manual 
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and the training program, we began to examine the many 

recommendations in the Morse Report for improving securi¬ 

ty for our facilities and collections. As time passed, we allocat¬ 

ed more fiscal resources to the effort. We invited 3M to evalu¬ 

ate our security gates. After their comprehensive evaluation, 

we invited them to present a proposal for replacing the gates 

with upgraded 3M models. We obtained funding through the 

university’s enhancement fund process to replace the gates in 

all facilities in early 2000. Because of the closing of under¬ 

graduate library services in Hornbake Library, McKeldin Li¬ 

brary had to expand service in the fall of 1999. With resources 

saved from Hornbake, we were able to upgrade video camera 

systems and provide card access readers to the building so that 

only members of the campus community with appropriate 

identification would have late-night access. 

Once the initial staff training was completed and the man¬ 

ual was distributed to all staff, responsibilities for safety and 

security were transferred from the Public Services Division to 

the Planning and Administrative Services Division. The latter 

includes the Staff Training and Development Office, which 

has assumed responsibility for continued safety and security 

training. Conflict resolution training was offered in the sum¬ 

mer of 2000 as part of this effort. A Safety and Security 

Committee—the “emergency response team” called for by 

the Morse Report recommendations—was also formed and 

charged with monitoring and improving the safety and secu¬ 

rity environment in the library, recommending training, and 

continually updating the procedures manual. In addition, 

floor marshals were identified and trained to assist in building 

emergencies such as fire. Floor marshals completed training 

that included the campus fire marshal, and the group has sub¬ 

sequently coordinated practice fire drills. In the summer of 

1999, the members were appointed to the Safety and Security 

Committee. Within a year, the floor marshals had been incor- 
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porated formally into the committees operations to ensure 

effective management of emergency response. It is worth 

mentioning that the marshals work closely with the libraries’ 

Disaster Team, which has the primary function of responding 

to crises that threaten collections. The Disaster Team has had 

to act in at least four major “water borne” crises since August 

1999, but that is another story. 

We also wanted to better educate our users and to involve 

them in safety and security practices. In the spring of 2000, a 

Library Conduct Working Group was charged with reviewing 

our no-food and no-drink policy and making recommenda¬ 

tions for improving communications with our users about 

their role as partners in the stewardship of library collections 

and facilities. The group submitted its report to the Library 

Executive Council. The recommendations were informed 

by contact with the university’s student disciplinary system to 

ensure that our policy and practice were reflected cam¬ 

puswide. 

Although much activity has taken place, one of the origi¬ 

nal goals for participating in the audit—to encourage staff in¬ 

volvement in and responsibility for safety and security—has 

remained a challenge. It is easier to write procedures and im¬ 

prove equipment than it is to change an organizational cul¬ 

ture. Staff members continue to question their role and ability 

to handle safety and security responsibilities. Nevertheless, in¬ 

dividuals gradually become more practiced and accustomed 

to dealing with these problems, and many have welcomed the 

authority to act. Some remain inclined to turn a blind eye to 

a soft drink bottle coming in the front door or to a gate alarm 

sounding. The anecdote at the beginning of this paper sug¬ 

gests how long it may take to imbue an organization with the 

spirit of shared responsibility in such matters. 

Through continued orientation and training, as well as 

constant vigilance to improve our facilities and security capa- 
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bilities, we remain confident that we can achieve the goal of 

broadly shared responsibility for safety. Although we have had 

what might be called “basic training,” the Staff Training and 

Development Office has developed a training workshop that 

will be repeated at regular intervals, with the assistance of the 

UMPD.The monthly training sessions have as their goals: 

(1) to promote safety and security procedures in the uni¬ 

versity libraries; 

(2) to improve awareness of safety and security issues in 

the University of Maryland libraries and on campus; 

(3) to improve interpersonal and intrapersonal skills to re¬ 

duce the risk associated with difficult situations or patrons 

within the library system; 

(4) to foster the relationship between the UMPD and the 

library staff; 

(5) to set guidelines for conduct with regard to safety and 

security; and 

(6) to supplement the safety and security provided to each 

staff member. 

After completing the training session with the UMPD, 

members of the staff are able to meet ten behavioral objec¬ 

tives that ensure that baseline skills for participation in the li¬ 

braries’ safety and security program are met.They are able to: 

(1) list the steps to identify problem situations or patrons 

as defined by the UMPD; 

(2) state strategies that can be instituted within individual 

departments that would facilitate safety and security; 

(3) demonstrate proper vigilance and promote sharing of 

information with coworkers with regard to safety and secu¬ 

rity; 

(4) demonstrate constructive dialogue that promotes con¬ 

flict resolution through practice sessions involving case studies; 

(5) recognize members of the UMPD; 
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(6) recognize and follow appropriate safety guidelines pro¬ 

vided by the UMPD; 

(7) identify and record important safety information out¬ 

lined by the safety and security manual; 

(8) understand and practice personal safety habits; 

(9) set limits for enforcing library policy, knowing when 

to ask for help from other staff members or to call on outside 

assistance; and 

(10) know where emergency telephones, exits, and fire ex¬ 

tinguishers are located within work spaces, and be able to de¬ 

scribe their locations to others. 

We continue to explore ways to test staff attitudes through 

focus groups and surveys. We hope these studies will yield in¬ 

formation that will further guide our efforts to meet staff 

training needs in the future. 

One of the Morse Report’s larger recommendations re¬ 

mains to be addressed. The University of Maryland libraries 

continue to lack collection inventories. The reason for our 

delay in beginning this work is that we have just completed 

the last phase of procurement of a new library system, one 

with inventory capabilities far beyond our present capacity. 

The decision was taken with the selection of Ex Libris in late 

October 2000. A collection inventory can now be planned. 

Finally, another of the original purposes of the Morse Re¬ 

port—to serve as a prototype and foundation for an ARL 

self-study activity—lies dormant because of lack of funding. 

The Association of Research Tibraries remains committed to 

developing a generally applicable program and will seek the 

funding or enter into a partnership with libraries to enable it 

to do so. We welcome the opportunity to continue to work 

with ARL because we recognize the value of this experience 

for all of our libraries. 
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THE BIG PICTURE 

Preservation Strategies in Context 





6. Building a National Preservation 

Program • National Endowment for the 

Humanities Support for Preservation 

f jb Jeffrey M. Field 

In a recent overview of preservation programs in the Unit¬ 

ed States, Margaret Child described the development of a 

wide range of activities that might be called “a national preser¬ 

vation program.” Child observed, however, that “the preserva¬ 

tion movement . . . has been neither centralized nor systemati¬ 

cally organized, but has instead been spontaneous, opportunis¬ 

tic, flexible, and multifaceted.” She concluded that “if there is 

something that deserves to be called a ‘national preservation 

program,’ it is the totality of all the distinct and distinctive 

preservation activities that have developed from grassroots 

efforts across the country.”1 In contrast to this view, I would 

like to show that the framework for a national preservation 

program has been in place for a long time and that there has 

been systematic progress toward achieving two major, national 

goals, namely, the preservation of significant collections of 

source materials and the development of an infrastructure for 

preservation. That infrastructure must have, in turn, two com¬ 

ponents, the provision of education, training, and information 

services and the pursuit of research and demonstration leading 
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to the creation of standards, best practices, and a new preserva¬ 

tion technology. 

The desire to preserve endangered books and serials has, 

since the 1960s, been an impetus for the formation of a na¬ 

tional preservation plan. With support from the Council on 

Library Resources in 1962, Gordon Williams proposed the 

creation of a central preservation agency that would save an 

original copy of significant books.2 The Williams Report, en¬ 

dorsed by the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) in 

1965, was adopted as an action plan by the Library of Con¬ 

gress, but the Library soon found that technical, admin¬ 

istrative, and fiscal problems inhibited its attempts to imple¬ 

ment the plan.3 In the early 1970s, the ARL proposed that in¬ 

stead of a single, national preservation collection, it would be 

more practical to approach the problem through the coordi¬ 

nated action of a number of individual research libraries.4 

Progress on this idea was delayed until the mid-1980s, when 

bibliographic and preservation microfilm standards and pro¬ 

cedures had been further developed. In 1985, the Council 

on Library Resources issued a report that demonstrated the 

feasibility of undertaking a national brittle-books preservation 

microfilming program—a “divide and conquer” strategy that 

lacked only the fiscal resources necessary to undertake a 

national brittle-books campaign. In that same year, the Na¬ 

tional Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) established an 

Office of Preservation, which was charged with supporting 

a “sustained and coherent attack on the preservation prob¬ 

lem.” 

As Margaret Child acknowledged in the examples cited in 

her overview, the Endowment has been, since 1979, the na¬ 

tion’s chief source of federal support for preservation projects 

that have strengthened the capacity of institutions to care for 

their collections and preserved the content of significant hu¬ 

manities collections. The National Endowment for the Hu- 
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inanities has successfully implemented programs initially pro¬ 

posed in the national interest by scholarly and professional or¬ 

ganizations, and there has been a continual broadening of the 

Endowment’s national preservation goals to encompass the 

full range of the nation’s cultural and research institutions in 

the national preservation program. 

The guidelines published in 1986 for the Office of Preser¬ 

vation articulated the first NEH preservation mission state¬ 

ment: “The ability to study our cultural and intellectual her¬ 

itage depends upon the availability of primary and secondary 

sources documenting that heritage. Vast numbers of these 

source documents are in imminent danger of destruction due 

to the disintegration of the paper on which they were printed 

or written or, in the case of nonprint resources, the deteriora¬ 

tion of the medium. To ensure that the information contained 

in the most significant of these documents will be preserved 

and made available for the continuing work of scholarship in 

the humanities, the Endowment has established an Office of 

Preservation.”3 

In fact, the Endowment had provided support for brittle- 

books microfilming projects for several years before the for¬ 

mation of a special preservation office. In 1983, an NEH grant 

to the Research Libraries Group initiated a cooperative pre¬ 

servation microfilming project that became a model for the 

nationally coordinated brittle-books preservation microfilm¬ 

ing program, launched by the Endowment in 1989, with the 

receipt of increased congressional appropriations.6 From 1989 

to the present, NEH brittle-books preservation microfilming 

grants have involved eighty-two institutions in projects that 

have preserved the intellectual content of approximately 1 

million embrittled volumes, which include a large range of 

subjects pertaining to United States history and culture. 

The United States Newspaper Program (USNP) is a sec¬ 

ond example of a systematic national effort to preserve hu- 

Jeffrey M. Field 73 



inanities source materials. The idea for the program originat¬ 

ed in a report on scholarly needs presented to the Endow¬ 

ment in 1972 by the American Council on Learned Societies. 

During the 1970s, NEH grants to the Organization of Ameri¬ 

can Historians led to the formation of a national plan to pre¬ 

serve and provide bibliographic access to newspaper collec¬ 

tions throughout the country. Launched by the Endowment 

in 1982, the USNP effort has now involved all the states, the 

District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands 

in projects that have created nearly 150,000 bibliographic 

records for unique newspaper titles and microfilmed more 

than sixty million pages of deteriorating newsprint. 

A third collections-focused component of the national 

program has involved support for the preservation of individ¬ 

ual archival and special collections. In this area, the National 

Endowment for the Humanities, the Department of Educa¬ 

tion (through the former Title II-C program), the Institute of 

Museum and Library Services, and the National Historical 

Publications and Records Commission have provided discre¬ 

tionary federal grants for projects that have preserved hun¬ 

dreds of collections of textual and nontextual materials. 

Moreover, since 1990, NEH grants to stabilize the storage en¬ 

vironments for material culture collections have protected 

twenty-nine million objects in the nation’s museums and his¬ 

torical organizations. The inclusion of museums within its na¬ 

tional purview further broadened the reach of the Endow¬ 

ment’s support for preservation. 

Building the infrastructure to enhance preservation prac¬ 

tice has long been articulated as a national need. National 

preservation plans promoted during the 1970s stressed the 

need to train preservation personnel. In 1979, Paul Banks pro¬ 

posed the creation of a graduate program for conservators and 

preservation administrators. With assistance from an NEH 

grant, the program was initiated in 1981 at Columbia Univer- 
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sity. Its graduates have joined (or created) preservation depart¬ 

ments at many of the nations research libraries, and they fill 

other important preservation posts. With sustained NEH sup¬ 

port since 1981, the program, now hosted by the University of 

Texas at Austin, continues to produce well-trained preserva¬ 

tion professionals—a fitting memorial to its originator, who 

died in 2000. Through the Campbell Center for Historic 

Preservation Studies, George Washington University, New 

York University, the State University of New York at Buffalo, 

and the University of Delaware, NEH grants have also sup¬ 

ported training programs for museum conservators and col¬ 

lections care staff 

Serving the preservation needs of research libraries has 

been but one aspect of the Endowment’s support for preser¬ 

vation. In fact, that support has extended quite broadly across 

the country. Since 1980, when an NEH grant to the North¬ 

east Document Conservation Center established the nation’s 

first preservation field service program, there has been a 

steady increase in the geographic reach of preservation service 

programs. A grant in 1980 also provided support for work¬ 

shops conducted by the Conservation Center for Art and 

Historic Artifacts in Philadelphia. In 1984, with NEH sup¬ 

port, the Southeastern Library Network initiated a preserva¬ 

tion service program for its eleven-state region. In 1990, the 

AMIGOS Bibliographic Service established a similar program 

for an additional five states. In 1997, the Upper Midwest 

Conservation Association, based in Minneapolis, established a 

preservation field service program, which provides surveys, 

workshops, disaster assistance, and information services to 

museums, historical organizations, libraries, and archives in 

the region. A sixth, Endowment-supported preservation field 

service program was begun in 2000 at the Balboa Art Conser¬ 

vation Center in San Diego, and discussions have begun re¬ 

garding the formation of a program for the Pacific North- 
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west. These projects have reached thousands of individuals, as 

the following statistics from the AMIGOS program demon¬ 

strate: in the ten years from its inception in 1990 to 2000, 

AMIGOS stalf answered 9,420 telephone reference calls and, 

from 1996 to 2000, responded to 3,588 e-mail messages; 5,126 

persons attended state, regional, and national information 

presentation, and, from 1993 to 2000, 3,636 persons partici¬ 

pated in preservation and imaging workshops. In addition, 

fifty-three institutions benefited from on-site surveys and 

preservation management consultations. 

That NEH support for preservation would encompass a 

wide range of institutions and activities was reconfirmed in 

fiscal 1989, when Congress provided the Endowment with a 

large increase in appropriations for the Office of Preservation. 

Congressional interest in the national preservation program 

had been sparked by testimony about the brittle-books crisis 

presented in March 1988 by the Commission on Preservation 

and Access. In response, Representative Sidney Yates, chair of 

the Endowment’s appropriations committee, asked the En¬ 

dowment’s chairman how much money NEH would need to 

solve the brittle-books problem. The chairman replied: “Your 

primary interest seems to be in preserving brittle books. I 

want to emphasize, however, that brittle books are only a part 

of the preservation problem. As you know, the Endowment 

makes awards for many other types of preservation projects 

. . .Any additional funds that are made available in fiscal 1989 

should be used to advance the entire range of preservation 

activities, not just the microfilming of brittle books.”7 This 

statement successfully articulated the need for a broadly 

conceived, national preservation program, and Congress con¬ 

curred. 

Regional preservation service programs supported by the 

National Endowment for the Humanities carry out an aspect 

of the national preservation program that extends the reach of 
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preservation knowledge and training to individuals in a wide 

variety of institutions that hold materials important for under¬ 

standing local and regional history and culture. To make an 

even deeper impact on the ability of local institutions to care 

for their collections, in 2000 the Endowment initiated a new 

category of support for Preservation Assistance Grants (PAG), 

which provide up to $5,000 for training, on-site consultations, 

and the purchase of basic preservation supplies and equip¬ 

ment. In July 2000, the Endowment made 132 PAG awards to 

institutions in forty-one states, the District of Columbia, and 

Puerto Rico. 

Reflecting the Endowment’s service to the many audi¬ 

ences that benefit from the use of cultural and historical col¬ 

lections, NEH guidelines in use today refer to preserving re¬ 

sources that assist “research, education, and public program¬ 

ming in the humanities and that are of critical importance to 

our cultural heritage.” During the 1990s, educators encour¬ 

aged the use of primary source documents in K-12 curricula. 

Television documentaries, such as Ken Burns’s Civil War se¬ 

ries, have made highly visible use of manuscripts and histori¬ 

cal photographs. Museums have a long history of interpreting 

primary sources for the public. Preserving humanities re¬ 

sources is integrally connected with enhancing teaching and 

learning, inside and outside the classroom. 

Since 1979, our collective capacity to preserve resources 

has been greatly enhanced by research and demonstration 

projects, such as those conducted by the Image Permanence 

Institute (IPI) at the Rochester Institute of Technology. With 

NEH support since 1980, IPI projects have resulted in nation¬ 

al standards for photographic enclosures, new techniques for 

enhancing the longevity of microfilm, and scientifically sound 

approaches to establishing proper temperature and humidity 

conditions for the storage of museum and library collections. 

Recent work by the institute on environmental conditions 
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has incorporated the isobar concept developed in the research 

laboratory of the Library of Congress by Don Sebera. The 

Library has also, through its pursuit of mass deacidification, 

stimulated the private sector’s development of an effective 

process to deacidify books and manuscripts. After twenty 

years of promise, the nation’s research institutions finally have 

a dependable way to arrest the acid deterioration of paper- 

based materials. It is unfortunate, however, that whereas 

research library organizations, such as ARL and the Council 

on Library and Information Resources (CLIR), have per¬ 

suaded the university press community to use acid-free paper 

in their publications, it would seem that the commercial press 

has not readily adopted permanent, durable paper for its out¬ 

put. 

The preservation community is also supported by a vast 

and continually growing corpus of published information. In 

a review of preservation publications produced between 1993 

and 1998, Sophia Jordan remarked that preservation has “come 

of age,” as witnessed by the spread of preservation departments 

and the diversity and depth of topics covered by preservation 

literature. Jordan also points out that in that period, “the great¬ 

est change in the publication and dissemination of preserva¬ 

tion literature has been the advent of the World Wide Web.”8 

Numerous preservation departments and regional preserva¬ 

tion service organizations maintain information-rich, preser¬ 

vation Web sites. The Council on Library and Information 

Resources has also been instrumental in supporting and dis¬ 

seminating through the Internet studies and information re¬ 

garding national preservation and access issues. Moreover, the 

general public has been alerted about national issues in these 

areas through two films—Slow Fires and Into the Future—that 

have been broadcast on public television and widely circulated 

among research institutions. 

Preservation is, however, but one aspect of a set of interre- 
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lated activities designed, ultimately, to increase the availability 

of resources for current and future use. When the Endowment 

made its first grants for preservation projects, it was through a 

program in its Research Division that also provided support to 

create access to collections.The creation of a separate Office of 

Preservation in 1985 was, at that time, a highly beneficial ac¬ 

tion that helped focus national attention on the preservation 

crisis. With the creation of the Division of Preservation and 

Access in 1992, the Endowment reintegrated these two closely 

related activities. In today’s dynamically charged information 

society, the use of digital technology to enhance access to col¬ 

lections has become a paramount goal of research and cultural 

institutions, and a new set of challenges confronts the preser¬ 

vation community. 

With skills and experience in the reformatting of fragile 

materials, preservation professionals are now called upon to 

direct digital production projects. But digitization is not yet a 

reliable preservation process. Advances in our capacity to en¬ 

sure continuing access to digital collections will depend upon 

a collaboration among multiple federal agencies, the national 

research library organizations, and diverse knowledge do¬ 

mains to sustain a robust program of research and demonstra¬ 

tion projects that will develop the standards and best practices 

required to certify the preservation worthiness of the new 

technology.Toward this end, the NEH has joined other feder¬ 

al agencies in support of the Digital Library Initiative—Phase 

II, conducted by the National Science Foundation. The En¬ 

dowment’s participation in the initiative ensures that projects 

designed to resolve the critical and distinctive issues posed by 

the digitization of humanities collections are included in this 

important national effort. 

It is interesting to note that in characterizing the notion of 

“digital preservation,” we speak or write about ensuring 

“continuing access to digital collections.” In using this locu- 
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tion, we acknowledge that, with reference to digital technolo¬ 

gy, preservation and access are fused, because preservation be¬ 

comes the ability over the long term to retrieve and repro¬ 

duce digital information. This is why the creation of metadata 

standards for digital objects is such an integral part of devel¬ 

oping a digital preservation program. 

Digital technology is particularly well suited for the cap¬ 

ture and dissemination of nontextual sources, such as photo¬ 

graphs and audiovisual materials. As Janet Gertz has observed, 

“Instead of‘just’ trying to solve the brittle paper problem, we 

now have the potential to convert other media we have avoid¬ 

ed for many years, and to do it with a technology that users 

actively like.”9 But what are the best formats for audio or 

video longevity? Advances in these areas, particularly with re¬ 

spect to digital reformatting of audio and visual materials, are 

being developed by the Library of Congress for the operations 

of its new Culpeper facility. 

To address the pressing need to preserve and provide access 

to audio recordings in the field of folklore and ethnomusicol- 

ogy, the American Folklife Society, with support from the Na¬ 

tional Endowment for the Humanities, convened a sympo¬ 

sium on “Folklife Collections in Crisis” in cooperation with 

the American Folklife Center. The symposium took place at 

the Library of Congress in December 2000. We should not 

forget however, that there is more to learn about how best to 

preserve the books and serials that will continue to constitute 

the vast majority of holdings in research libraries. For exam¬ 

ple, when Nicholson Baker claimed that bound newspapers 

do not deteriorate, where was the research report to settle his 

claim? Abby Smith has cited a number of pressing research 

needs in these areas, including a study of the microclimate 

within a bound volume.10 

Although drastic reductions in the Endowment’s congres¬ 

sional appropriations since 1996 have slowed the progress of 

80 Building a National Preservation Program 



NEH-supported preservation programs, the future will see 

continued NEH support for core national preservation pro¬ 

grams, and the Endowment will continue to serve as one of 

the primary sources of support for projects that implement 

the national preservation and access agenda. 
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7. Safeguarding Heritage Assets 

The Library of Congress Planning 

Framework for Preservation 

Doris A. Hamburg 

A corollary goal of acquiring most cultural collections is 

preserving them for the future. The long-term safeguarding of 

the collections, or heritage assets, is most effectively accom¬ 

plished through a comprehensive, systematic approach. To¬ 

ward this end, the Library of Congress has identified four 

critical control areas—preservation, physical security, biblio¬ 

graphic control, and inventory control—that affect the long¬ 

term survival of the collections. Omitting or minimizing any 

one of these controls from the Library’s activities leaves it vul¬ 

nerable in meeting the needs of future users. Whereas these 

control areas have traditionally operated independently, over¬ 

lapping concerns and approaches and the benefits of working 

in a more integrated manner have become clearer in the past 

several years as a result of developing an assessment program 

in each of these four areas. 

This paper addresses the preservation framework being 

used to analyze and address the Library of Congress needs in 

meeting the minimum standards for safeguarding its collec¬ 

tions from the preservation perspective, outlining the goals, 
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methodology, and conclusions related to a preservation assess¬ 

ment process developed for the broad range of Library of 

Congress collections. Begun in 1999, the assessment process is 

ongoing, as new collection preservation needs are identified 

and others are addressed. 

A difficult yet critical decision in developing the Library 

of Congress assessments for safeguarding its heritage assets was 

to acknowledge and integrate the concept that all collections 

are not equal. Collections and items vary with regard to in¬ 

trinsic value, research value, and replacement potential. For 

example, Thomas Jefferson’s Rough Draft of the Declaration 

of Independence is unique, priceless, and can never be re¬ 

placed. The need to minimize any risks to this document is far 

greater than for a newly published book, which can easily be 

replaced in case of damage or loss. These risks apply to preser¬ 

vation, physical security, bibliographic control, and inventory 

control. In light of these considerations, the Library of Con¬ 

gress outlined five categories of value or risk in its 1997 Li¬ 

brary of Congress Security Plan. The five levels of risk, named 

for metals, together form a continuum, allowing for a range of 

values within each category. Platinum is used to designate the 

irreplaceable items of the highest intrinsic value, such as the 

Rough Draft of the Declaration of Independence or Abraham 

Lincoln’s holograph copy of the Gettysburg Address. Gold 

items are those found in special collections and have high 

market value and significant cultural, historical, or artifactual 

importance. Silver is the designation for collections that are at 

increased risk for loss because of theft, such as compact discs, 

comic books, videos, or training manuals or that are items that 

require special handling because of their condition, such as a 

very brittle newspapers. Bronze collections are served without 

special restrictions in the Library’s reading rooms. They are 

identified as having relatively little or no artifactual value, and 

generally are replaceable. These materials may be loaned with- 
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out stringent restrictions. And, finally, copper materials are those 

that the Library of Congress holds temporarily and that will 

not be retained over time. Using such value terminology— 

“gold,” “silver,” and so on—which is understood at all levels of 

the institution by stalf who do or do not work with collection 

items, has helped to clarify discussion and identify collection 

needs. 

Each custodial or processing division assigns the value cat¬ 

egory for each item or collection. Categorizing collections 

according to value is not a simple or absolute process; the 

methodology for doing so varies according to the type and 

use of the collection and in some cases according to the con¬ 

text of items relative to a larger group of materials held in a 

particular unit. Over time, one can expect that designations 

could change. For example, a general collection book (bronze) 

may become rare (gold). 

In 1998, the Library established the Preservation Heritage 

Assets Working Group (PHAWG) to develop a preservation 

framework, following on the physical security framework in 

the 1997 Security Plan.1 At first, the PHAWG was not certain 

that the framework model developed in the Security Plan to 

assess physical security needs would be appropriate also for 

preservation. Yet, upon analysis it seemed logical to build on 

the physical security control model, for the sake of simplicity, 

efficiency, feasibility, and ease of use by others already familiar 

with the physical security controls framework. The frame¬ 

works differ, however, in that the physical security framework 

includes specific actions to be taken (installation of a camera, 

a lock, and so on), whereas the preservation framework is 

broader in articulating the control measures. The preservation 

framework articulates an ongoing preservation effort that will 

never be completely finished because of the tremendous 

preservation needs of the collections and because of changes 

in the condition of objects over time. 
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The preservation framework formulates a comprehensive 

plan of minimum standards for preservation of collection ma¬ 

terials at the Library of Congress. The framework offers an 

opportunity to evaluate the state of preservation throughout 

the Library using a Library-wide preservation assessment tool, 

equipped to address the range of ways that different Library 

custodial and processing divisions use and store their collec¬ 

tions. Further, it fosters the integration of preservation into 

the broad range of activities affecting Library of Congress 

collections, such as acquisitions, cataloging, curatorial re¬ 

search, loans, use by researchers, and exhibitions. 

As items or collections come into the Library, they are ini¬ 

tially processed for bibliographic control; they may be placed 

in good-quality storage enclosures or conserved to provide 

appropriate protection for the future. This period in the life of 

a collection item is called the processing cycle. The items then 

go into the storage cycle, which becomes the long-term cus¬ 

todial location. Items can move in and out of the storage cy¬ 

cle by being moved (transit cycle) to a reading room, placed 

on loan, or made available for staff or researcher use (use cy¬ 

cle). Occasionally, an item will go on exhibition (exhibit cy¬ 

cle), which requires certain control measures that differ from 

normal use. The length of time an item is in a particular cycle 

varies according to the specific situation, ranging from min¬ 

utes to years. 

In developing the preservation control measures for each 

cycle and at each risk level, the most critical component was 

to ascertain the minimum standard needed to ensure preser¬ 

vation. More than the minimum can be done if desired. Min¬ 

imum standards are key in developing a realistic assessment 

and in maintaining credibility with stakeholders and funders, 

who must prioritize limited resources and trust that the funds 

are used efficiently and effectively. 

The Library’s preservation framework outlines seven broad 
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control areas, followed by specific control measure within 

those areas. The seven primary areas consist of environment, 

emergency preparedness, storage, handling, needs assessment, 

physical treatment, and reformatting. The preservation control 

measures outline the key elements in a comprehensive preser¬ 

vation plan for Tibrary collections. The control measures are 

accompanied by a set of definitions to ensure a universal un¬ 

derstanding of each element. Clearly articulated specifications 

noted in each area facilitate communication of what is need¬ 

ed. For example, for a platinum item, the minimum standard 

for a control measure might be more stringent than for a 

bronze item. The plan articulates the more specific needs of 

each control measure as it applies to a specific value. In regu¬ 

lating environment, for example, tight environmental controls 

(Level 3, defined as “environment is controllable within tight 

tolerances required by special sensitive materials”) apply to 

platinum collections. Moderate controls (Level 2, defined as 

“environment is controllable and generally meets specifica¬ 

tions”) are the minimum standard for gold, silver, and bronze 

collections. Minimal controls (Level 1, defined as “environ¬ 

ment is controllable to a limited extent and does not generally 

meet specifications”) apply to copper collections. Other con¬ 

trol measures may require no differentiation according to val¬ 

ue. For instance, the need for the development of environ¬ 

mental specifications exists for all collections, even if the spec¬ 

ification is different for each value level. These are expressed 

on grids, easily read and understood.2 

The control measures are preservation actions undertaken 

by facilities staff, librarians, readers, preservation staff, curators, 

and others. They indicate an approach that confirms that 

preservation of the collections is a collaborative effort, not 

limited to the staff of the Preservation Directorate. This frame¬ 

work emphasizes a preventive approach that involves the full 

range of considerations in preserving cultural collections. 

86 Safeguarding Heritage Assests 



For example, the way that a librarian or technician handles 

a book while it is being cataloged or brought to a reader for 

use can significantly affect the preservation of the book. Verifi¬ 

cation that maintenance is being done on the building and 

that appropriate levels of temperature and relative humidity 

are provided is important. Preventive preservation is the most 

cost-effective method for retaining collections over time. 

Once damage has occurred, it may not be fully reversible, even 

with the best conservation treatment. Conservation treatment 

is an important program element, but it is not the only one. 

Existing conservation treatment needs far exceed available re¬ 

sources to address conservation. The backlog of work needing 

to be done is significant. Priorities must be established. Pre¬ 

venting damage is by far the most logical approach for retain¬ 

ing collections over time. 

The preservation control measures are not applicable to 

each cycle. Some controls, for instance, environment, apply to 

all cycles. Others apply as needed. As we developed our 

preservation framework, we decided that when an item goes 

for preservation treatment, it would be considered as being in 

the processing cycle. Therefore, most control measures apply 

to the processing cycle. In the storage, use, transit, and exhibit 

cycles, we have fewer control measures. In our preservation 

security framework, we created a separate grid with the rele¬ 

vant control measures for each of the five cycles. 

Once we had developed our grids and established the 

minimum standards for each risk category and each cycle, we 

visited the custodial and processing divisions to assess the sta¬ 

tus of their preservation controls. We recognized that collabo¬ 

ration is crucial to our plan. With assistance from preservation 

staff, each division evaluated the status of preservation for 

each control measure. Reevaluation of the plan on a periodic 

basis for each division will be required. The process has been 

educational for all who participated and is seen as a positive 
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tool, drawing attention to problem preservation areas and pre¬ 

viously unidentified concerns. 

Preservation staff members learned from each division 

about collection use, value, and preservation needs. The assess¬ 

ment process has created a broader understanding among li¬ 

brarians of the elements involved in preserving the collec¬ 

tions. To achieve this, a grid identifying each control measure 

was marked in terms of each control element’s completion 

status: C: Completed; P: Partially completed; U: Unmet; H: In- 

House (with existing funds from within the unit); F: Funded; 

and NA: Not Applicable. The evaluation was generally broad, 

because the assessment focused on collections rather than in¬ 

dividual items. A future project will be to return to specific 

collections within a division to identify their unmet control 

measures. 

The development of the physical security, preservation, 

bibliographic, and inventory frameworks has led to increased 

integration of effort and understanding of the interrelated 

goals of these four areas in safeguarding the Library’s assets. For 

example, as we surveyed the collections for physical security 

needs, we were able to clarify the requirement for enhanced 

or new vault spaces. Preservation teamed up with security staff 

to have some of the vaults built with an environmental com¬ 

ponent, so that the vault would provide temperatures at a set 

point in the fifty-to-fifty-five-degree Fahrenheit range. Re¬ 

ducing the storage environment temperature from the average 

room temperature of about seventy-two degrees to fifty de¬ 

grees can extend the life expectancy of the collections from as 

much as fivefold to sixfold. For the transit cycle, the develop¬ 

ment of new book carts addressed both preservation and phys¬ 

ical security concerns. Integrating the physical security and 

preservation elements yields cost benefits, when managers col¬ 

laborate to solve overlapping concerns. 

In our assessment for each control measure in the five cy- 
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cles, we built a database that has proved invaluable. The data¬ 

base, using Microsoft ACCESS™, helps us manage, use, main¬ 

tain, and update the data. The database allows us to perform 

statistical calculations and analysis of the data for all the divi¬ 

sions involved, so that we can review and discuss the informa¬ 

tion obtained. The Library has made its statistical reports 

available by value category (platinum, gold, and so on); cycle 

(such as process, use, or transit); division; completion status 

(control measures completed, unmet, and so on); and indi¬ 

vidual preservation control measure element (environment, 

emergency preparedness, and the rest). Reports can be gener¬ 

ated across divisions or for one division only. The database 

provides an assessment for a particular control measure across 

all divisions, giving us a focus for shared problems and suc¬ 

cesses. We can group issues where there are shared problems, 

which facilitates collaborative solutions, reducing costs over 

the long term. 

The preservation assessment framework has yielded a 

number of benefits. Standardization of terms enhances com¬ 

munication in the pursuit of safeguarding heritage assets. As¬ 

sessment and analysis articulate a long-term preservation pic¬ 

ture for the institution. By quantifying the preservation status 

and needs of the Library’s collections, we can develop a plan 

for action. Through periodic reassessment, we can track and 

demonstrate progress in a quantifiable manner. The Library 

will work toward grouping similar preservation projects across 

the institution to enhance efficiency and reduce costs. 
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8. Taking Care • An Informed 

Approach to Library Preservation 

Jan Merrill-Oldham 

The burgeoning of information resources in electronic 

form, created and distributed worldwide, has had a profound 

methodological, organizational, and financial impact on the 

research enterprise. Today, the users of any large academic li¬ 

brary expect organized access to vast numbers of electronic 

journals, books, works of art, and databases, as well as the 

equipment required for viewing, printing, downloading, and 

manipulating them. The cost of licensing and purchasing elec¬ 

tronic publications of enduring value, and of the hardware, 

software, and technical expertise required to deliver them, is 

steep. And even as communications technologies are trans¬ 

formed by leaps and bounds, the flow of paper, film, magnetic 

tape, and discs into traditional library collections continues 

unceasingly. 

The dawn of a new and volatile information environment 

—an environment that will surely change in ways that cannot 

yet be predicted—raises questions about the ability of institu¬ 

tions to embrace and manage an ever-broadening range of 

services and stewardship responsibilities. As a growing body of 

information is distributed over networks, concerns are in- 
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evitably raised regarding the bibliographic, reference, and in¬ 

structional attention being deflected from collections of 

books, papers, and other materials amassed over the course of 

centuries. It is not clear how we will fund the costly systems 

that will be required to provide sustained access to electronic 

resources and simultaneously find the means to do the same 

for traditional collections. There is nothing new about com¬ 

plexity and competition for dollars in libraries, but the stakes 

are being raised. 

In order to be effective advocates for the care and long¬ 

term preservation of library collections, we must cultivate a 

stronger and more focused message regarding the role of pre¬ 

servation programs in a modern information environment. We 

are well equipped to do so. Over the course of the past thirty 

years, we have learned and confirmed much about the physi¬ 

cal nature and aging characteristics of library materials, what 

strategies are most effective for extending their useful lives, 

and how to apply these in cost-effective ways. Following is a 

review of the preservation tools with which we must continue 

to work effectively: environmental control, emergency pre¬ 

paredness and response, collections care and handling, conser¬ 

vation, commercial binding, and reformatting. What strategies 

have been successful and are well worth championing in a 

new information age that also carries with it most of the 

technologies of the past? 

We have been hearing for decades that controlling envi¬ 

ronmental conditions is the single most important action that 

a library can take to ensure a long life for collections of all 

types. The aging of books, papers, photographs, film, magnetic 

tape, and discs is inextricably linked to the conditions under 

which they are stored. In general, an environment that pro¬ 

motes the longevity of organic materials is characterized by 

cold, dry air that is free from gaseous and particulate pollu¬ 

tants. Light is filtered to screen out ultraviolet radiation and is 
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controlled for intensity and duration. Furnishings and surface 

finishes are composed of materials that are free from harmful 

gas emissions. 

In recent years, many of the world’s oldest and largest 

libraries have upgraded environmental systems in existing 

buildings and have constructed new libraries and storage fa¬ 

cilities designed to promote the preservation of their collec¬ 

tions. The development and maintenance of hospitable envi¬ 

ronmental conditions is a truly strategic act, affecting materi¬ 

als collectively rather than selectively. Also strategic are such 

building routines as rigorous testing, maintenance, and re¬ 

placement of pumps, motors, and fans; changing of air filters; 

integrated pest management; regular cleaning of floors and 

other surfaces; and skilled vacuuming of collections. 

Alongside requests for expanded technical capabilities and 

increased collections purchasing power, funds for environ¬ 

mental management must appear predictably and persistently 

in every annual budget proposal. We cannot allow the need for 

ongoing maintenance and physical improvements to slip off 

the radar screen as pressure to offer distance learning and oth¬ 

er important new services mounts. Paper- and plastics-based 

collections will not disappear as electronic sources become 

more prominent, nor will our responsibility to provide safe 

housing for them. 

If a high-quality off-site storage facility is part of the li¬ 

brary’s strategy for managing ever-expanding holdings, take 

full advantage of the options that cool, orderly, secure storage 

presents for establishing truly rational preservation priorities. 

Never before have we had so good an opportunity to invest 

typically lean preservation resources in those holdings that are 

at greatest risk of being lost if they are not conserved or 

copied promptly. Storage at fifty degrees Fahrenheit and 35 

percent relative humidity slows down the aging process 

enough to truly legitimize long-range preservation planning. 

The power of integrated library systems can also be brought 
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to bear on the highly systematic development and implemen¬ 

tation of preservation priorities. If the incidence of damage 

and embrittlement can be recorded, for example, either as 

materials are transferred to storage or are circulated from it, it 

will be possible to address preservation problems in a mean¬ 

ingful sequence, however slowly 

Like environmental control, emergency preparedness and 

response support and legitimize all other preservation activity. 

Although many institutions have put disaster preparedness 

plans into place, few go far enough in their efforts to prepare 

for incidents that could result in major loss. We must be more 

organized in our efforts to train an adequate number of staff 

to respond to collections emergencies large and small in a de¬ 

liberate and informed way. Responsibilities should be built 

into job descriptions rather than left to personal preference 

and chance. Staff with diverse skills and experience must be 

involved in emergency readiness to ensure that a range of tal¬ 

ents can be mobilized when they are needed. Too much ho¬ 

mogeneity strips the library of its ability to manage an emer¬ 

gency skillfully when a conference calls away too many mem¬ 

bers of the disaster team. 

Well-stocked emergency supply closets that include such 

tools as water vacuums, dehumidifiers, fans, and extension 

cords are a high priority. Experience has shown that access to 

the tools needed in a library emergency must be restricted. 

Flashlights, plastic sheeting, and other supplies are mysteri¬ 

ously attractive and can dwindle if they are not kept under 

lock and key, hampering the first hours of a cleanup effort. 

Emergency power-generating capacity should be reviewed 

throughout the library system and improved where necessary, 

even if it takes time and a concerted effort to analyze sys¬ 

temwide needs, set priorities, and move adequate funding 

into place. 

Be certain that the emergency support systems needed at 

2:00 a.m. on a Saturday morning can really be mobilized and 
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that every important vendor is called periodically to ensure 

that companies are still in business and telephone numbers are 

still working. Be sure that there are multiple options available 

for securing freezer space for wet library materials, and plan 

to use a disaster recovery vendor for freezing rather than a 

firm whose main job it is to store and distribute the public 

food supply. 

Finally, staff must have time to read the library emergency 

preparedness and response literature, to assign roles and re¬ 

sponsibilities, to create documentation specific to the local 

situation, and to organize and participate in emergency train¬ 

ing programs and exercises. While no degree of preparation 

suffices in certain situations, many collections emergencies in¬ 

volving water can result in minimal loss if they are managed 

by a trained response team. 

Cultivating an environment for library collections care and 

handling that promotes longevity requires observation, analy¬ 

sis, planning, and a commitment of resources. Guidelines for 

storing and using library collections have appeared repeatedly 

in the literature, and although such prescriptions may be 

shopworn, they remain important blueprints for action. The 

job of communicating good care and handling practices to li¬ 

brary staff and users is difficult to manage convincingly. Signs, 

exhibits, news articles, and Web sites can trivialize the issues or 

be effective consciousness-raising tools, depending on how 

ideas are expressed. Seek tough criticism when creating edu¬ 

cational products for staff and users. Remember that messages 

gradually become invisible in a familiar landscape and must be 

refreshed. Goals for an education program are various because 

of the many material types that a research library collects and 

preserves, but the overarching one is to get as many users as 

possible to buy into the principle of the public good. Library 

resources must be cared for and protected by the entire user 

community on behalf of the community. 
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The way that collections are treated in public areas sug¬ 

gests their ultimate fate. We can choose to let books and jour¬ 

nals pile up on floors around copy machines, or we can pro¬ 

vide book trucks for materials awaiting return to the stacks. 

We can opt for the convenience of book drops, or take the 

extra care required for human intervention. The politics of 

closing book drops is dicey, but the argument against them 

can be made in compelling ways. Over-the-counter returns 

coupled with good staff training can have significant long¬ 

term benefits. 

We must communicate regularly with vendors and manu¬ 

facturers to ensure that fast-disappearing right-angle book 

copiers are carried forward into the digital age, and we must 

continue to encourage people to copy pages one at a time, at 

least when to do otherwise would be to ruin a volume. Mi¬ 

crofilm readers, videocassette recorders, and other readers and 

playback equipment should be kept as clean as possible to 

avoid the transfer of dirt from machine to medium. Budgets 

may not support an optimal level of care, but it is important 

to allocate reasonable resources to machine maintenance to 

help minimize the damage that media can sustain during 

reading and playback. We must reconsider once again the 

ways in which the stacks are managed, and whether they 

might be kept cleaner. Cyclical vacuuming is an effective way 

to reduce abrasive dirt and grit and the damaging moisture 

that can be trapped around books and papers by blankets of 

dust. While a full collections vacuuming cycle may not be 

completed for years, it ensures that there is continual im¬ 

provement in the condition of the stacks and that there is a 

mechanism in place for dealing with trouble spots. 

Regarding processing, it is important to foster an environ¬ 

ment in which all materials are handled consistently, accord¬ 

ing to an established protocol, from the time they enter the 

acquisitions workflow. Materials check-m, temporary storage, 
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cataloging, and end-processing are among the junctures at 

which handling decisions can affect permanently the condi¬ 

tion of a library collection. Procedures that promote longevity 

are often as straightforward as ensuring that books do not lean 

on shelves and that compact discs are rehoused in jewel cases. 

Regarding processing supplies, care must be exercised in 

making selections. Acidic pamphlet binders, for example, can 

still be purchased through standard library supply catalogs and 

obviously should be avoided. 

End-processing is a point at which the library’s security 

program can get a big boost. Although bookplates are an ele¬ 

gant vehicle for acknowledging ownership, edge stamping is a 

more aggressive way to mark an object as library property and 

therein to make it a less desirable object of theft. Edge stamps 

are easily seen signs of ownership and are hard to eradicate. 

They lower the value of an object, often significantly, thus 

providing some protection against resale. 

Regarding the decades-long debate over whether to mark 

items in special collections, the guidelines that have been 

developed by the Rare Book and Manuscript Section of 

the American Library Association’s Association of College 

and Research Libraries provide a structure within which a 

variety of approaches can be considered. In general, libraries 

must navigate conflicting needs and goals, caught between 

the desire to preserve value and aesthetic characteristics and 

the need to prevent accidental and intentional loss. For gen¬ 

eral collections, electronic library security systems, while 

not foolproof, are effective deterrents to theft, particularly 

when security devices are inserted in all circulating mate¬ 

rials. 

Despite our best efforts, damage to library materials is un¬ 

avoidable and likely to be widespread, and thus conservation 

must be a priority. A great deal of attention was devoted dur¬ 

ing the 1980s and 1990s to the development of methods and 
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work flows for carrying out high-quality book repair for cir¬ 

culating collections. Likewise, the conservation of materials in 

special collections has evolved considerably in recent decades, 

with conservation treatments tending to be less invasive and 

more likely to retain evidence of original intention whenever 

possible. Methods and mending materials are chosen for their 

chemical, mechanical, and structural advantages; and in the 

case of general collections, work is done in batches to increase 

productivity. Custom-fitted boxes are constructed to protect 

library materials from light, dust, and handling and to substi¬ 

tute for treatment when the workload is overwhelming. 

Significant space is required to manage an effective collec¬ 

tions conservation program for research library materials. The 

larger the collection, the more tending—and therefore the 

more square footage—its care will require. Ideally, every item 

that circulates and is returned to the library in damaged con¬ 

dition will be repaired before it is sent back to the shelf. Pro¬ 

grams must be balanced so that the more important bindings 

are saved through conservation and other materials are com¬ 

mercially rebound. There is an inevitable gap, however, be¬ 

tween the amount of repair and rebinding required for a cir¬ 

culating collection and the work to which a library can afford 

to commit. Setting priorities is no easy task, even if a library 

chooses to concentrate almost exclusively on the treatment of 

materials that are heavily used. 

Certain classes of damaged materials must be earmarked 

for rapid turnaround, and in such cases, the repair team must 

deliver services that demand skill and speed. When a damaged 

reference book leaves the shelf one day and is repaired and 

put back in use the next, the conservation program can be 

judged a success. For all but the most pressing needs, however, 

repair problems in most institutions often go unaddressed, and 

the condition of collections tends to worsen significantly as 

the collections age. We have not yet made the case successfully 
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to funders that library holdings require significant upkeep. As 

a result, resources for collections maintenance are lean. If 

salaries for skilled conservation staff and a suitable work space 

are beyond reach, commercial binding is an option. Although 

instructions for carrying out basic treatment procedures are 

documented in several important publications, it nonetheless 

makes little sense to proceed with an in-house treatment pro¬ 

gram if the program cannot be staffed adequately. It is easy for 

the preservation unit to become a black hole into which 

damaged materials pour and from which little emerges. 

This is not to paint a gloomy picture of the state and prac¬ 

tice of conservation in libraries. Today we understand the na¬ 

ture and behavior of the kinds of materials that we collect 

even better than we did only a decade ago, and research in 

conservation science is ongoing. More staff members in re¬ 

search libraries are dedicated to collections treatment than 

ever before, and more practitioners recognize the need to ex¬ 

pand and strengthen these efforts. More conservation posi¬ 

tions are migrating to the permanent ranks, and more are rec¬ 

ognized as part the professional workforce. 

For general collections, goals are generally similar across 

institutions. In special collections, however, to treat the letters 

and poems of Emily Dickinson, the page proofs of James 

Joyce’s Ulysses, or the globes of Gerardus Mercator requires 

consummate skill. We know that objects ultimately deterio¬ 

rate, but uninformed conservation treatment can do far more 

damage to library materials than time and wear. We must en¬ 

sure that the conservators of rare books, manuscripts, photo¬ 

graphs, and other unique and important objects have at their 

command years of training, ample technology, established 

channels of communication with knowledgeable curators, the 

time to research unknown objects, and generous opportuni¬ 

ties for continuing education. 
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In the absence of access to trained conservators, in-house 

treatment of special collections begins and ends with proper 

housing. If resources allow, conservation treatments are con¬ 

tracted out. Neither a sizable professional staff, however, nor a 

generous budget for contract work eases the difficulty of set¬ 

ting conservation priorities. The gap between need and ca¬ 

pacity is simply overwhelming. 

One viable approach to setting conservation priorities for 

special collections is to focus on minor treatment, with the 

goal of maximizing the number of items restored to good 

condition. Another is to treat damaged materials that scholars 

are slated to use in the coming year. Planned classroom use 

can be an important criterion upon which to base treatment 

priorities, as can exhibition requirements. Although the con¬ 

servation of materials for the purpose of display is sometimes 

viewed as a deterrent to accomplishing more systematic goals, 

scholarly exhibits naturally highlight significant works and 

can be as good a strategy as any for establishing goals.Yet an¬ 

other approach is to focus on major treatment of a few great 

treasures each year—objects of indisputable and enduring im¬ 

portance. 

Institutions can sometimes pursue multiple treatment 

strategies, but every choice requires careful consideration, and 

every treatment will be undertaken at the expense of another. 

Special collections conservation is a compelling enterprise, 

however, and its potential for attracting new funds should not 

be overlooked. 

Few institutions can keep up with the need to repair 

books in circulating collections in particular, and the impor¬ 

tance of commercial binding services for modern general col¬ 

lections is widely recognized. Managing a binding program is 

not as straightforward as it may appear to those who have 

never been involved in the decision making and preparation 
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process. The way a volume is bound dictates to a great extent 

whether it will open well, will be able to withstand repeated 

photocopying, and will retain most of its original features 

after binding. Bindery preparation staff must also be able to 

assess book structure, the condition of paper, and the way that 

these features influence the development of a binding specifi¬ 

cation. Staff members should have the opportunity not only 

to develop basic skills but also to master the more sophisticat¬ 

ed aspects of binding that result in a better outcome. 

Often discussed are methods for dealing with paperback 

volumes when the budget is not adequate to fund compre¬ 

hensive binding. It may be better to commercially bind pa¬ 

perbacks selectively based on patterns of use than to employ 

in-house binding techniques that work in the short term but 

cause damage and failure in the long term. If budgets will not 

stretch to accommodate needs, journals must take first priori¬ 

ty and monographs that have truly become unusable, second. 

The efficacy of early intervention, and the difficulty and cost 

of delayed binding, argue for a prompt response to binding 

needs. 

Among the most daunting of challenges for research li¬ 

braries is the mandate to retain a large part of their collections 

“permanently,” a challenge that can be met through reformat¬ 

ting. Although the job of managing materials while they are 

being processed is a logistical puzzle, it pales beside the diffi¬ 

culty of monitoring and managing ongoing preservation 

needs once materials are absorbed into the collections. Look¬ 

ing across rows of deteriorating nineteenth-century books, or 

boxes of important nineteenth-century papers that have be¬ 

come brittle, it is hard to imagine how we will grapple with 

physical problems that are too massive to solve exhaustively. 

Certain modern materials decay so rapidly that we have not 

yet formulated a response to their physical problems, let alone 

resolved them. 
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By way of example, many of the papers that record the 

work of great thinkers can no longer be manipulated without 

damaging them each time they are handled. Some collections 

are huge, and most are made up of items that have consider¬ 

ably more value in the aggregate than as discrete objects. 

Preservation surrogates allow us to depend less on failing pa¬ 

per. They ensure that intellectual access persists and, in the 

case of microfilm, serve as a platform for making new micro¬ 

form, paper, or electronic copies on demand. Microfilm can 

be exploited as a source for new versions, and at the same 

time it promises hundreds of years of reliable access to the 

master copy. There have never been large budgets for copying 

deteriorated materials, and with every passing year preserva¬ 

tion resources must stretch further. Nonetheless, libraries con¬ 

tinue to identify and copy aging collections of significance, 

and a segment of our holdings could potentially survive for a 

very long time. 

Fundamental to the microfilming process are both strict 

adherence to national standards and unrelenting quality con¬ 

trol. These goals apply whether film has been created in- 

house or by a commercial service. Image capture must be of 

consistently high quality if it is to serve as a permanent record 

of the original work or as a platform for making digital 

copies. Unless paper is so brittle that it fractures with gentle 

handling, we can retain original copies of reformatted materi¬ 

als for consultation until they are no longer able to serve a 

useful purpose. 

When making film, the printing negative is all-important. 

In addition to protecting the master negative from damage, it 

is the source from which the use copy is produced. That copy 

can be created on film, paper, or as an electronic resource. 

Regarding bibliographic control, there is no point in expend¬ 

ing resources to reproduce a text if readers cannot discover it 

easily. There are untold numbers of aging pamphlets in the 
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stacks of some of our oldest libraries, for example, that will 

become known to scholars for the first time as we clean up or 

create cataloging records during reformatting projects. Our 

international system for preserving and distributing fragile 

and rarely held titles depends upon identifying and describing 

materials accurately and noting missing issues and other 

anomalies. 

Modern materials such as videotapes, many types of sound 

recordings, nitrate negatives, and CD-ROMs (compact discs 

with read-only memory) have begun to present us with an 

overwhelming array of physical and management challenges. 

Sound and video recordings, for example, have an unpre¬ 

dictable shelf life, are costly to copy, and, unlike a microfilmed 

book, will need to be copied repeatedly over the years if they 

are to survive. Currently, the average cost to remaster one 

hour of video play time is approximately two hundred dollars 

plus materials. 

Copyright permissions present vexing issues in preserva¬ 

tion, for we must be able to migrate short-lived forms of in¬ 

formation long before they are in the public domain. To pre¬ 

serve some materials will require that we secure preservation 

privileges that we currently do not have. Furthermore, preser¬ 

vation reformatting promises to be expensive, and we are un¬ 

likely to be able to do very much of it. It is hard to imagine 

that we will find the means to support conversion and main¬ 

tenance of any significant percentage of our nonprint re¬ 

sources if current costs and the legal environment remain un¬ 

changed. And it will be many decades before we begin to re¬ 

alize the impact of the resulting losses on our intellectual life. 

The electronic environment promises to provide new and 

sometimes better ways to preserve information, provided that 

we are able to devise strategies that guarantee the persistence 

of electronic files into the indefinite future. Digital copying, if 

executed expertly, eliminates the gradual degradation of text, 
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images, and sound that characterizes analog reproductions. 

New frontiers are opening before us that only a short time 

ago seemed remote and improbable. Consider, by way of ex¬ 

ample, the revisiting of history through early photographs. 

The daguerreotypes held in fourteen repositories at Harvard 

are a useful case in point. These images are among the earliest 

ever captured by photographic means and are of great value 

to scholars and researchers in many fields Until recently, they 

could be accessed only by the Harvard community and visi¬ 

tors to the collections in Harvard’s libraries and museums. 

Because of their delicacy, fragility, and uniqueness, the da¬ 

guerreotypes could be consulted only a few at a time and 

could not be borrowed for research purposes, however com¬ 

pelling. Repeated handling threatened glass and seals and gen¬ 

erally increased the exposure of the unique, silver-coated cop¬ 

per plates to risk. 

Comprehensive photographing and subsequent digitizing 

of every known daguerreotype in Harvard’s libraries and mu¬ 

seums have addressed the problem of access and created un¬ 

precedented opportunities for study and research. Copying 

and online display are creating new audiences for Harvard’s 

early photographs, making images widely available for exami¬ 

nation, comparison, and use in new ways. 

Electronic reproductions are no substitute for the real 

thing when it comes to experiencing history firsthand, but 

they fulfill most purposes admirably and open up brand new 

avenues for exploration. The conversion of traditional library 

resources to more convenient, and sometimes more function¬ 

al, electronic files is an attractive option for everything from 

movies and news broadcasts to newspapers and science trea¬ 

tises. It is practical, however, only in cases where materials 

merit the cost of creating, maintaining, and migrating digital 

files to ever newer forms, and where adequate funds are avail¬ 

able to do so. 
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The delivery of searchable texts over networks is rapidly 

becoming a mainstream approach to publishing, much to the 

satisfaction of those readers who are fortunate enough to have 

access to fast networks and unlimited printing. The conven¬ 

ience and power of electronic texts and images prompt us to 

wonder what place paper, film, discs, and other physical in¬ 

stances of information resources will have in tomorrow’s pub¬ 

lishing world, what will replace them, and to what extent we 

will backtrack to capture existing resources in new forms. In 

the preservation arena, to make, store, and deliver microfilm 

costs a small fraction of what it costs to scan and process an 

electronic text. It seems likely that we will proceed on multi¬ 

ple tracks, taking advantage of existing copying techniques for 

some classes of material and pursuing more expensive, more 

flexible forms of access for others. The beauty of film is that it 

addresses preservation problems relatively inexpensively and 

can serve as source material for creating digital access should 

that prove desirable at any time. 

Over the coming decades, digital table of contents projects 

will rescue unindexed serial runs from neglect. Existing find¬ 

ing aids will be converted from paper to machine-readable 

form, and new and important indexes and finding aids will be 

created. Large numbers of visual resources will be made avail¬ 

able electronically and used as never before. Historic scores, 

essays, and logbooks will blend with modern demographic 

and economic data to create altogether new relationships. 

And as texts and indexes are recycled for new uses, some will 

at the same time also be preserved. 

We have difficult choices before us regarding what infor¬ 

mation to gather and what to save for the long term, as has 

been the case since we first began to collect, organize, and 

store information, and these choices will be greatly compli¬ 

cated by the fact that modern documents need never be fin¬ 

ished—no version need be finalized. Despite logistical, finan- 
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cial, and legal issues, however, we will build digital collections 

that are critical for teaching and research, and we will use 

them in harmony with information resources in many other 

forms. We will preserve materials at great risk of being lost 

forever and imbue them with new power. We will rescue 

films and databases, ephemera, and great works. 

In contemplating these possibilities, libraries, library users, 

and society at large must come to grips with major financial 

needs and how they might better be met. We must do more 

to raise awareness regarding the fragile nature of library re¬ 

sources, ancient and modern, and to stimulate public interest 

in their survival. We must build on our successes to make a 

stronger case to federal and state governments, to major fund¬ 

ing sources, and to the community at large for ongoing sup¬ 

port. The forging of connections between the past and the 

present, and between our accomplishments and our aspira¬ 

tions, is, after all, a large part of what it means to be human. 
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THE SILVER LINING 

Coping with Theft, Vandalism, Deterioration, 

and Bad Press 





9. Picking Up the Pieces • The Lengthy 

Saga of a Library Theft 

Jean W. Ashton 

On July 5, 1994, the Tuesday following Independence Day 

weekend, Consuelo Dutschke, a curator who had been en¬ 

gaged in cataloging Columbia University’s Rare Book and 

Manuscript Library’s collection of medieval and Renaissance 

manuscripts, went into the secured vault of the closed stacks 

to consult Western MS 29, a codex she had been working on 

several weeks before. To her surprise, although the preserva¬ 

tion case was on the shelf in its proper place, the box was 

empty. After a few moments of conversation with other senior 

staff members to make sure that the manuscript had not been 

removed for some legitimate reason, she came into my office 

with two colleagues to report that we apparently had a major 

problem. A cursory shelf check had revealed that in addition 

to Western MS 29, several other manuscripts usually housed 

on adjacent shelves were also missing from their cases, includ¬ 

ing at least two that had been examined by readers and 

reshelved by staff in early June. 

Although we sensed that something unusual was happen¬ 

ing, I decided to delay mentioning Consuelo’s discovery to 

the staff as a whole until after we had gathered more infor- 
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mation. While the three curators, joined by the remaining 

member of the internal administrative staff, began to read the 

Medieval-Renaissance shelves, card catalogs in hand, I went 

down to the Columbia University libraries administrative 

office to alert the university librarian to the possibility of a se¬ 

rious theft. 

More than six years later, the consequences of this theft of 

what eventually turned out to be $1.3 million worth of books 

and manuscripts were still with us. We suffered a severe loss: 

some of our materials were still missing, and many could not 

be recovered intact because they had been mutilated. More¬ 

over, efforts to deal with the crime and its prolonged after- 

math were time consuming and upsetting for the staff. 

Nonetheless, by now we are able to see some positive effects 

from what was a profoundly negative experience. 

First, thanks to the hard work of the Federal Bureau of In¬ 

vestigation (FBI), the New York City Police Department, the 

U.S. Attorney’s office, and the international community of 

booksellers and manuscript dealers, the thief was apprehend¬ 

ed, sentenced, and removed from his chosen sphere of crimi¬ 

nal activity for a number of years.1 Second, issues relating to 

the safety of library materials temporarily assumed a greater 

importance on the campus than had been the case before, re¬ 

sulting in the installation of an electronic security system in 

the Rare Book and Manuscript Library, the establishment of a 

standing committee to deal with general collection loss, reex¬ 

amination of insurance practices, and better communications 

between librarians and the university’s legal and security 

staffs. Finally, a landmark opinion from the federal judge, 

Lewis A. Kaplan, who presided over the sentencing hearing, 

articulated with great clarity to the public at large the serious 

implications of the theft of cultural materials. We understand 

that his decision to depart upward from the recommended 

sentencing guidelines has had a measurable impact on courts 
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across the county. I hope, in the brief paragraphs that follow, 

both to tell the story of the United States v. Daniel Spiegelman 

and to offer some comments that may serve to guide others 

who may find themselves in similar situations.2 

Within an hour of the discovery that Western MS 29 was 

missing from the shelf, the associate librarian was in contact 

with the Columbia University security office, the 26th Pre¬ 

cinct of the New York City Police Department, and, shortly 

thereafter, the regional office of the FBI. Fortunately—or 

rather, unfortunately—the Columbia libraries had been vic¬ 

tim of two thefts of restricted materials in the five years pre¬ 

ceding 1994 (although quite different ones and on a much 

smaller scale), and we thus had some idea of the protocols and 

procedures to be followed. My own experiences at the New- 

York Historical Society, where I had been librarian before 

coming to Columbia in 1993, had also made me particularly 

aware of the institutional sensitivities that could make legal ac¬ 

tion difficult if the issue was not handled quickly and carefully. 

The Blumberg case, with its disappointing outcome for li¬ 

braries, had only recently been settled.3 It was therefore grati¬ 

fying to see that Columbia’s librarian had no hesitation in 

urging us to make sure that the crime was reported and that 

the relevant Association of College and Research Libraries 

(ACRL) procedural guidelines be followed to the letter. 

As soon as the inventory was finished, a list of the four¬ 

teen missing medieval codices and fragments and the eight 

Arabic manuscripts that had disappeared from an adjacent 

shelf was compiled and sent to our contacts in the rather tight 

community of dealers and scholars who might be likely to 

come across such items or happen upon them in the market. 

Within a few days, we had refined and amplified the list by 

adding what secondary cataloging information we had in our 

files along with, in some cases, photographs or photocopies. 

We made sure that the Antiquarian Booksellers’Association of 
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America, the International Foundation for Art Research, and 

the relevant professional e-mail lists that we subscribed to also 

had copies of the list. I think it safe to say that within two 

weeks, most of the scholarly world interested in such things 

knew as much about the Columbia losses as we did. 

As might be expected, the internal consequences of our 

theft were distressing and unpleasant. Members of the staff 

were fingerprinted and questioned; lists of former employees 

were compiled and reviewed; security and lock-up practices 

were subjected to scrutiny. For months, insurance adjusters, 

law enforcement officials from a variety of units, and universi¬ 

ty administrators were likely to show up at any time of the 

day for tours of the restricted areas. Registration logs were 

examined, locks were changed, and keys were confiscated. 

Personnel practices, which had been fairly strict to begin 

with, were tightened so that no staff member was permitted 

in the stacks alone. Everyone was a potential suspect. Al¬ 

though the tension eased after a while as the day-to-day work 

of the library resumed, it was only after the thief was identi¬ 

fied and caught, and his means of egress reported, that people 

were entirely confident that they or their colleagues had not 

been in some way responsible for the loss. 

Reconciling the need to get full information to the book 

community with administrative pressure to maintain institu¬ 

tional privacy presented a major problem that also affected 

the staff. Some alumni, donors, and faculty members were up¬ 

set and were filled with unfounded suspicions when news of 

the theft reached them. Others were even more upset when 

they felt they were not being fully informed. The need to 

monitor the general flow of information about the theft kept 

everyone on edge. Although the university’s public informa¬ 

tion office was responsible for press relations, reporters were 

likely to call librarians or faculty members directly, and it was 

hard not to blurt out some comment that might mislead the 
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public or hinder the investigation. Even after the suspect was 

arrested, great care had to be taken not to say or do some¬ 

thing that might jeopardize the Columbia case. 

Throughout 1994 and early 1995, we worked closely with 

the detective from the local precinct and with the special 

agent from the FBI. Several promising leads turned out to be 

useless, and on one occasion a “sting” operation that had been 

set up and involved crossing state lines failed at the last 

minute because of some confusion about the appraised value 

of the particular items involved. Empty manuscript boxes 

were found in another area of the rare book stacks on a dif¬ 

ferent floor, but because we did not think the two disappear¬ 

ances were related, we found it particularly painful to report 

the second, because it was beginning to seem even to us as if 

we had completely lost control of the collections. 

Late in the spring of 1995, to our relief, I began to get 

telephone calls from a series of highly reputable manuscript 

dealers in Western Europe—from Switzerland, France, Ger¬ 

many, and the Netherlands—reporting that a young man who 

apparently had several pseudonyms had shown them pictures 

or given them descriptions of items that corresponded to 

items on our list. Finally, in June 1995, Sebastiaan S. Hesselink, 

the owner of Antiquariaat FORUM in Utrecht, called me on 

a Wednesday to report that a customer had brought him a 

picture and description of a manuscript of the Roman de la 

Rose that he recognized from the Columbia list. I notified the 

FBI, which was able to mobilize Interpol in time to arrest 

Daniel Spiegelman the following afternoon when he re¬ 

turned to the shop, manuscript in hand. The arrest was re¬ 

ported by the Associated Press and the New York Times on June 

17,1995- 
But the story was far from over. Daniel Spiegelman, who 

had in his possession several Columbia identification cards, is¬ 

sued under a variety of names, as well as dealer catalogs and 
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information files, was not, as we had wrongly suspected, a stu¬ 

dent or rare book specialist. Rather, he was a felon who had 

served time in a federal institution on forgery charges some 

years earlier. Sensitized by his unpleasant experience in an 

American jail, he fought hard against the prospect of extradi¬ 

tion to the United States. According to later stories in the 

Dutch newspapers, he had tried to commit suicide on the 

way to jail when he was arrested. When a detailed plan of es¬ 

cape was thwarted, he was put into a high-security facility. 

Eventually, in an apparent attempt to gain clemency by trad¬ 

ing information, he revealed to investigators in the Nether¬ 

lands that he had several caches of stolen items hidden in 

New York. 

We were appalled to discover that the scope of Spiegel- 

man’s theft was so broad. We had focused on the medieval and 

Arabic items, which had been stored in a single location. 

Now, materials turned up in his storage boxes and in the pho¬ 

tographs found in his possession that we had not known were 

missing: 237 maps from a very rare German edition of the 

1667 Blaue atlas that had been extra-illustrated by an illustri¬ 

ous Columbia alumnus in the early nineteenth century with 

his own collection of early maps and charts and had been on 

display only a few months earlier; miscellaneous medieval and 

early modern indentures; presidential and early Federal period 

letters, including a note from George Washington to John Jay 

on the occasion of the first session of the first meeting of the 

Supreme Court; and stock certificates from Thomas Edison’s 

early business ventures. We felt as if we had discovered the 

theft all over again and felt doubly vulnerable at the evidence 

that he had razored materials out of bound volumes and pen¬ 

etrated deep into drawers and boxes of material that were in 

the midst of files or document cases used only by specialized 

researchers. It took us more than six months to gather accu¬ 

rate information about the missing materials and to confirm 
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ownership of them in a way that would satisfy the law en¬ 

forcement authorities and the courts. 

Despite the efforts of the accused thief and his attorneys, 

extradition papers were prepared for submission in the begin¬ 

ning of December 1995. At Columbia, because the counsel’s 

office had no one assigned to the case, we were dependent on 

calls from the police or the FBI for information about what 

was going on. Suddenly, on the last business day of the year, a 

television news station in Oklahoma telephoned the Rare 

Book and Manuscript Library to ask for comment on a story 

that had appeared that day in the Dutch press: Daniel Spiegel- 

man’s lawyer claimed that an American embassy official had 

revealed that the FBI was investigating a possible link be¬ 

tween his client and the Oklahoma City bombing the previ¬ 

ous April. 

The FBI denied the allegation, but the most sensational of 

the Amsterdam papers gave it full coverage. A published pho¬ 

tograph of Spiegelman, described as a suspected American 

terrorist, was accompanied by the familiar image of smoke 

and burning buildings. Releasing the story was, so we were 

led to believe, a ploy by Spiegelman’s attorney to buy time, 

because the Dutch will not extradite anyone who might be 

accused of a capital crime in his or her home country. It was a 

pretty spectacular form of defense, and it succeeded. No con¬ 

nection between the accused and the bombings was estab¬ 

lished, but the extradition was delayed for twelve months. 

Spiegelman was not returned to New York until December 

1996, a year and a half after his arrest. 

In April 1997, after being indicted for the theft of $1.3 mil¬ 

lion worth of books and manuscripts from Columbia (along 

with additional charges relating to the transport of weapons 

across state lines and a forged passport), Daniel Spiegelman 

entered into a plea agreement with the U.S. Attorney He did 

not reveal the location of any stolen material that had not at 
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that time been returned, but we were finally given some clue 

as to how he had stolen the items in the first place. For vari¬ 

ous reasons, information could not be freely shared by the 

law enforcement agencies, but we have surmised and now 

believe that he shinnied up an unused dumbwaiter shaft that 

extended from a public area of the general stacks to the rare 

book floor and had used tools to dismantle existing walls, re¬ 

assembling them when he was through (something that is no 

longer possible because of building renovation). 

He had made multiple visits to the stacks at night when 

the Rare Book and Manuscript Library, on the top floor of 

the massive Butler Library, was closed. By careful selection of 

materials that were not likely to be in daily use or that were 

stored in files and drawers where their loss would not be easi¬ 

ly visible, he had covered his traces successfully for several 

months. Because the items were not tagged with electronic 

tape, he could leave the building easily without alerting the 

security guard. The library’s (now abandoned) custom of stor¬ 

ing duplicates of exhibition labels and catalog entries in the 

preservation boxes had provided him with the information 

needed to sell his harvest. At the time of his arrest, approxi¬ 

mately one-quarter of the stolen items, including more than 

two hundred maps from the nine-volume Blaue atlas, were 

still missing. 

A parole officer assigned by Judge Lewis Kaplan to pre¬ 

pare a report to aid in sentencing contacted Columbia for in¬ 

formation in May 1997. It was at this point that we decided to 

use the powers of the law to force some good from what had 

been a thoroughly unpleasant experience. Susan Galligan, a 

Columbia attorney, worked with me to produce a letter for 

the court, in which we argued that consideration should be 

given to the nature of the offense: seven-hundred-year-old 

manuscripts and early maps were not the same as fur coats or 

cash; they were cultural materials representing our shared her- 
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itage. Moreover, they had been placed in libraries as a public 

trust so that they would be available to generations of scholars 

in the context of other scholarly materials. Somewhat to our 

surprise, the judge agreed. At the sentencing hearing in June, 

Judge Kaplan announced his intention to depart upward from 

the newly adopted federal sentencing guidelines, which 

would have allowed a sentence of no more than thirty-seven 

months. By this time, Spiegelman had spent approximately 

twenty-four months in custody. 

The defense objected. Judge Kaplan gave Spiegelman time 

to make his case, but also instructed the U.S. Attorney’s office 

to assist Columbia if it should prove to be necessary. After a 

vain attempt to find manuscript dealers who would agree to 

argue in court that the “cultural value” argument was irrele¬ 

vant, that is, that market value was the sole determinant of 

worth, the defense lawyers asked for a public hearing. For that 

hearing, they wrote a letter to the judge enumerating points 

that they felt invalidated the Columbia position, that is, they 

argued that the existence of photocopies made protection of 

originals unimportant; that the thousands of surviving manu¬ 

scripts made the disappearance of single ones trivial; that in¬ 

cunabula often existed in multiple identical copies; and that 

librarians were not, in any case, adequate appraisers of value. 

We responded by asking a group of scholars who had 

worked on similar materials, including such well-known 

writers as Simon Schama and Robert Darnton, to agree to 

testify about the importance of original documents of the 

kind that had been stolen. David Kastan, a Shakespearean 

scholar, was perhaps the most eloquent: materials such as 

these, he argued, form the substance of history that has not 

yet been written. 

The experts ultimately were allowed to submit their com¬ 

ments in writing instead of making a court appearance, but at 

the hearing held on March 20, 1998, I was called to the stand 
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to testify in person. Using actual books and maps, including 

some of the recovered items, I spent more than three hours 

demonstrating to the court the difference between originals 

and copies and explaining the nature of artifactual evidence. 

When the defense objected to the participation of the Assis¬ 

tant U.S. Attorney in the hearing, Judge Kaplan himself 

stepped down from the bench and donned white gloves to 

examine items that had been found in Spiegelman’s posses¬ 

sion, including the note from George Washington to John Jay 

and a seventeen-foot-long vellum chronicle of the history of 

the kings of France. 

On April 24, 1998, Judge Kaplan issued a thirty-seven- 

page opinion sentencing Spiegelman to sixty months in fed¬ 

eral custody, a restitution fee for the unrecovered items, and a 

three-year period of probation. Although many of our maps 

and manuscripts are still missing, Judge Kaplan’s eloquently 

argued statement has had, we understand, an impact on the 

conduct of similar cases nationwide and, we hope, has thus 

been of service to libraries and other cultural repositories. 

What have we learned and what can we say to others fac¬ 

ing similar problems? From our experience, I offer several 

recommendations that may help both to keep the barn doors 

closed and to find the pathways most likely to retrieve the 

livestock should you be unlucky enough to experience a 

theft. 

First, know as much as possible about your collections. 

Having up-to-date cataloging data is essential. The fact that 

some of our records for the Arabic material were incomplete 

or confusing, for example, made it difficult to track that mate¬ 

rial, some of which has not yet been recovered. In the absence 

of catalog records, other records are important, such as vertical 

file folders, publication information, notes from users, and 

dealer descriptions. Second, keep appraisals of your most valu¬ 

able materials up to date and readily available, because law en- 
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forcement agencies may not be able to pursue cases if the 

items stolen do not have a predetermined market value. We 

spent days and days working on valuations, becoming indebt¬ 

ed along the way to scores of dealers, auctioneers, and profes¬ 

sional appraisers, who, because they were working without 

seeing the items, were understandably reluctant to give esti¬ 

mates. None of such information about rare items should be 

kept with the items, nor should it be easily accessible. (We 

have guessed that in some cases, documents and codices were 

stolen solely because exhibition labels housed in their boxes 

identified the materials and explained their importance.) 

Next, establish good relations with your institution’s legal 

counsel, security division, risk management office, and ad¬ 

ministration before a theft occurs. We spent hours explaining 

what we had, what our procedures were, and how rare books 

libraries operated to university officials, who, on the one 

hand, had no idea that such valuable material was present on 

campus and, on the other hand, did not understand why we 

had not instantly perceived the loss. Working with the univer¬ 

sity’s office of the general counsel and the public information 

office would have been much easier had they been primed 

ahead of time about the use and storage of our collections. 

The security staff should be familiar with your physical space 

and aware of any particular areas of vulnerability. It also helps 

to have a library security officer in place in a time of crisis to 

deal with law enforcement agencies and attorneys. 

Be as open as possible about a theft should one occur, and 

be prepared to argue for such openness against those who ob¬ 

ject to reporting an incident for fear that the institution’s 

public name will be tarnished. The practice of keeping things 

quiet in the hope of avoiding publicity is old-fashioned and 

counterproductive. Negative consequences are bound to hap¬ 

pen when a theft occurs—donor complaints, for example, and 

alumni headshaking—but they are, on the whole, trivial next 

Jean W. Ashton 119 



to the problems that arise from concealment or evasion. We 

found the thief and recovered some of the materials only be¬ 

cause we published a list of what was lost on the Internet 

within forty-eight hours of discovery of the loss and followed 

it up with personal letters to dealers and publication in pro¬ 

fessional journals. When, however, we agreed to the request of 

the public information office that a statement to the general 

interest media, that is, an official press release, not be issued 

unless newspapers called us (which at first they did not), some 

faculty members were distressed at not being informed and 

called a reporter themselves, which led to awkwardness all 

around. Moreover, we are convinced that the only way to en¬ 

sure that thefts of cultural material are treated seriously, with¬ 

out silly jokes about overdue library books—as appeared after 

the Blumberg theft—is to take a strong public stand in de¬ 

fense of library resources. 

Our story is not over: there are many unanswered ques¬ 

tions. Two months after the April 1998 sentencing, a front¬ 

page article in the New York Times revealed that one of the 

lawyers in the case had not really been a lawyer at all and that 

Spiegelman thus might be entitled to a retrial. Fortunately, this 

did not happen.Then, in October 1999,1 was called by an au¬ 

tograph dealer in Connecticut, Basil Panagopolous, who had 

been offered some of our unrecovered documents. Spiegel¬ 

man had escaped from his work release program in Manhat¬ 

tan, had retrieved materials from some secret cache, and had 

crossed state lines to sell them. He was given a twenty-four- 

month sentence on May 24, 2000, by Judge Loretta Preska, 

with three years of probation to follow. Although he claims to 

have sold everything, we suspect that many things remain in 

his possession. 

Although in retrospect it seems predictable, we have been 

astonished, ruefully amused, and a bit uncomfortable to ob¬ 

serve that the criminal and the crime itself seem to have 
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achieved a life of their own. Diane Johnson’s recent novel Le 

Manage turns on the theft of a medieval manuscript by an 

American and a subsequent murder.4 When apprehended, the 

miscreant is happy to be in the Netherlands because he can¬ 

not be extradited to a country where the death penalty might 

be imposed, a detail clearly derived from newspaper coverage 

of the Columbia theft. When I discussed the Columbia case 

with Miles Harvey, the author of a recent book on the 

Gilbert Bland thefts, he suggested that I do an Internet search 

for Spiegelman’s name.5 We found a seemingly endless and 

self-perpetuating list of Web sites suggesting that Spiegelman’s 

involvement in the Oklahoma City bombing was being cov¬ 

ered up by the United States government, that his theft was 

intended to fund that tragic event, and that he was quite pos¬ 

sibly the elusive John Doe Number Five. We have down¬ 

loaded the contents of well over eighty sites for reference, but 

our file on the case is still open.6 
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io. The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 

Art Theft Program 

. '£> Lynne Chaffinch 

On St. Patrick’s Day 1990, two men disguised as police 

officers broke into the Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum in 

Boston, Massachusetts, and stole twelve pieces of art valued at 

approximately $300 million. The paintings—including works 

by Rembrandt, Degas, Manet, and Vermeer—have never been 

recovered. 

The illicit trade in art and cultural property has become a 

major category of international crime. This includes theft of 

individual works of art, illegal export of objects protected by 

international laws, pillaging of archaeological sites, and van¬ 

dalism. Art crime is an international problem requiring coop¬ 

eration at all levels of law enforcement. To aid in this endeav¬ 

or, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) established the 

Art Theft Program in 1992 to assist law enforcement agencies 

investigating these cases. A major component of the Art Theft 

Program is the National Stolen Art File, a computerized data¬ 

base ot stolen art and cultural property as reported to the FBI 

by law enforcement agencies throughout the United States 

and internationally Thefts from museums and libraries ac¬ 

count for approximately 18 percent of the cultural property 

theft cases reported to the National Stolen Art File. 
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Every institution that maintains collections is at risk from 

theft. As public awareness increases regarding the institution’s 

responsibility to manage its collections, the institution’s staff is 

under more rigorous requirements to protect the collections. 

Law enforcement agencies work closely with cultural institu¬ 

tions and rare book and art dealers nationally and interna¬ 

tionally to attempt to track down perpetrators of such thefts 

and to recover stolen cultural property. 

To assist cultural institutions in understanding federal laws 

and reporting procedures concerning theft of cultural proper¬ 

ty, I shall first describe governing statutes, then give guidelines 

lor responding to an incident of art crime and procedures for 

reporting the theft to law enforcement officials, and, finally, 

describe databases regarding stolen art. 

The Theft of Major Artwork statute was signed into law in 

1994, making it a federal offense to steal from museums and 

libraries. Following is a summary of the specifics of the 

statute: 

Title 18, United States Code, Section 668—Theft of Ma¬ 

jor Artwork—makes it a federal offense to obtain by theft or 

fraud any object of cultural heritage from a museum. The 

statute also prohibits the “fencing” or possession of such ob¬ 

jects, knowing them to be stolen. In defining what constitutes 

such an institution for its purposes, the statute states that “mu¬ 

seum” means an organized and permanent institution, the ac¬ 

tivities of which affect interstate or foreign commerce, that 

satisfies the following requirements: 

(a) it is situated in the United States; 

(b) it is established for an essentially educational or aes¬ 

thetic purpose; 

(c) it has a professional staff; and 

(d) it owns, uses, and cares for tangible objects that are ex¬ 

hibited to the public on a regular schedule. 
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An “object of cultural heritage” means an object that is: 

(a) over ioo years old and worth in excess of $5,000; or 

(b) worth at least $100,000. 

The statute describes two offenses. One results when 

someone steals or obtains by fraud from the care, custody, or 

control of a museum any object of cultural heritage. The sec¬ 

ond involves knowing that an object of cultural heritage has 

been stolen or obtained by fraud. 

Title 18, United States Code, Section 3294, states that no 

person shall be prosecuted, tried, or punished for a violation 

of or conspiracy to violate Section 668 unless the indictment 

is returned or the information is filed within twenty years af¬ 

ter the commission of the offense. 

Title 18, United States Code, Section 659—Theft from 

Interstate Shipment—makes it a federal offense to steal or ob¬ 

tain by fraud anything from a conveyance, depot, or termi¬ 

nal, any shipment being transported in interstate or foreign 

commerce. The statute also prohibits the fencing of such 

stolen property. Section 1951—Interference with Commerce 

by Threats of Violence (the Hobbs Act)—makes it a federal 

offense to obstruct interstate commerce by robbery or extor¬ 

tion or to use or threaten to use violence against any person 

or property in interstate commerce. Likewise, Sections 2314 

and 2315, regarding interstate transportation of stolen proper¬ 

ty, prohibit the transportation in interstate or foreign com¬ 

merce of any goods with a value of $5,000 or more by any¬ 

one knowing the goods to be stolen. These statutes also pro¬ 

hibit the fencing of such goods. 

Illegal Trafficking in Native American Human Remains 

and Cultural Items, Section 1170, prohibits the sale of the hu¬ 

man remains or cultural artifacts of Native Americans without 

the right of possession of those items in accordance with the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. Fi- 
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nally, Title 18, United States Code, Sections 641 and 2114— 

Theft of Government Property—make it illegal to steal or 

embezzle any government property or to commit robbery of 

government property. 

The FBI has prepared guidelines for responding to the 

theft of cultural property and for reporting the theft to law 

enforcement officials. Before a theft occurs, it is important 

that an institution protect itself by appropriate actions. These 

are listed here. 

(1) Catalog all collections and maintain a backup copy of 

object records. Include in the physical description: type of ob¬ 

ject, title, maker, date or period, materials or techniques, 

measurements, inscriptions and markings, distinguishing fea¬ 

tures, subject, short description, and image of the object. 

(2) Review security procedures for exhibitions, collection 

storage areas, and transportation of objects. Include registrars 

or collections managers, curators, security personnel, and ad¬ 

ministrators in the review process. Administrators should be 

present so that they are made aware of security concerns and 

allocate funds to these areas. Update authorization levels and 

access procedures to collection areas for staff and visitors. 

Monitor or escort people entering collections storage, includ¬ 

ing volunteers, researchers, and VIPs. Upgrade access doors to 

card readers, or change locks at regular intervals, and immedi¬ 

ately after a key is lost or an employee is terminated. Docu¬ 

ment which keys, cards, and access cards are in the possession 

of each staff member. Evaluate security equipment and repair 

anything inoperable. Assess exhibition areas to ensure that dis¬ 

play cases are secure and objects are protected by barriers, se¬ 

curity alarms, or both. Request funding to upgrade security 

systems as needed. Evaluate security around the outside of the 

building. 

(3) Check employment references and perform criminal 

history checks on all employees. 
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(4) Prepare an institutional emergency plan that addresses 

property theft. Contact local law enforcement agencies and 

establish liaison with the officers who would respond to mat¬ 

ters of cultural property theft at your museum or library In¬ 

clude their names and contact numbers in the emergency 

plan, along with the telephone number for the local FBI 

office. Update contact information every six months. Invite 

law enforcement officers to visit the museum or library be¬ 

fore an incident occurs. Discuss the institutions mission and 

collections and review possible threats to the collections. 

(5) Keep in regular contact with local law enforcement 

agencies, and stay informed regarding possible threats to the 

institution. Law enforcement can provide intelligence on 

gang activity in the area and advise institutions if increases in 

criminal activity are occurring. They can also inform the in¬ 

stitution of local events that may pose a security concern, 

such as a large parade or festival. 

(6) Request your fine arts insurance company to conduct 

a walk-through of the institution to evaluate the security of 

the collections. Document any comments for improving se¬ 

curity of the collections, and evaluate implementation of sug¬ 

gestions. 

(7) Make staff aware of security concerns and request that 

they contact the appropriate staff member if they see anything 

suspicious. Create an incident form that can be completed 

when events occur in the institution. 

(8) Perform visual inventory and spot checks of the col¬ 

lections on exhibition and in storage. 

When a theft occurs, there are a number of actions the 

FBI recommends, as follows: 

(1) Protect the scene of the crime, and do not let staff or 

visitors into the area to disturb evidence. 

(2) Call the local police department immediately. 
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(3) Call the local FBI office if the stolen objects fulfill the 

criteria under the Theft of Major Artwork provision (Title 18, 

United States Code, Section 668). The object must be more 

than ioo years old and valued in excess of $5,000 or worth 

at least $100,000. For thefts outside the United States, the 

FBI maintains more than thirty legal attache offices overseas, 

which can process requests for assistance with cultural proper¬ 

ty thefts. 

(4) Determine the last time the objects were seen and 

what happened in the area, or to the objects, since that time. 

(5) Identify witnesses and gather all pertinent information 

regarding the theft and suspect or suspects for the law en¬ 

forcement agency. 

(6) Prepare written descriptions of stolen objects for the 

police, including photographs of objects if available. 

(7) Contact the donors or lenders, if applicable, to advise 

them of the theft. 

(8) Contact the insurance company and file an insurance 

claim. 

(9) Complete an incident report for internal use. 

As regards recovery from a theft, the FBI recommends 

that a museum: 

(1) Evaluate the theft and determine continuing threats to 

the collections. Update security policies or equipment, if nec¬ 

essary. 

(2) Prepare statements for the media, and plan the institu¬ 

tion’s strategy for dealing with public relations issues. 

(3) Prepare a theft report having images and descriptions 

of stolen objects and distribute the report to museums, li¬ 

braries, auction houses, dealers, galleries, and collectors who 

may be offered the objects for sale. Coordinate with the in¬ 

vestigating agency. 

(4) Perform follow-up with the law enforcement agency, 
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and request updated reports on the progress of the investiga¬ 

tion. 

An important resource is the National Stolen Art File 

(NSAF). This database was developed as a law enforcement 

tool. Therefore, only law enforcement agencies can submit re¬ 

quests to add objects to the database or to have the database 

searched. The file lists case information, including suspects 

and modus operandi, and provides object descriptions and 

images. Victims of theft should check with the investigating 

officer to make sure that the officer is aware of the database 

and that information about stolen objects is submitted to 

the FBI Art Theft Program by the investigating officer. The 

FBI also maintains a Web page with art theft notices listed at 

<www.fbi.gov>. Institutions can request that their objects be 

placed on the notices that are distributed through the investi¬ 

gating agency. 

The file is located in Washington, D.C., at the address Na¬ 

tional Stolen Art File, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Major 

Theft Unit, room 5096, 935 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Wash¬ 

ington, D.C. 20535.The telephone number is (202) 324-4192, 

and the fax number is (202) 324-1504. Additional information 

regarding the NSAF can be found on the FBI Web page, 

<www.fbi.gov>, under the heading “Headquarters and Pro¬ 

grams/ Criminal Investigative Division.” 

The Art Loss Register (ALR) is a private company funded 

primarily by insurance companies.The ALR conducts search¬ 

es of its database for auction houses, museums conducting 

due diligence searches during provenance research and acqui¬ 

sitions, and private individuals. Further information can be 

found at the ARL Web site, <www.artloss.com>. The address 

is Art Loss Register, 20 East Forty-sixth Street, suite 1402, 

New York, N.Y. 10017. The telephone number is (212) 297- 

0941, and the fax number is (212) 972-5091. 

The Interpol Cultural Property Database is a database 
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maintained by Interpol Headquarters, Lyon, France, with ac¬ 

cess through Interpol Washington, D.C. Requests for objects 

to be added to the database or searches to be performed must 

be made through a law enforcement agency. Objects listed on 

this database are those that may be shipped overseas for pos¬ 

sible sale. The address is Interpol Washington, U.S. National 

Central Bureau, 1301 New York Avenue, Fourth floor, Wash¬ 

ington, D.C. 20530. The telephone numbers are (202) 616- 

9000 and, for faxes, (202) 616-8400. 

In addition, there are other smaller, specialized databases 

for stolen art, where an institution may want to register its 

stolen objects. Staff supporting the databases listed above may 

be able to assist theft victims in identifying the appropriate 

databases to contact. 
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ii. The Silver Lining 

Recovering from the Shambles of a Disaster 

Camila A. Alire 

No one immediately involved in a major crisis or disaster 

even begins to think about whether or not the crisis might 

have some silver lining. That is the last thing on anyone’s 

mind. 

This was definitely the case at Morgan Tibrary at Col¬ 

orado State University in July 1997, when half its collections 

were damaged by flood waters. Staff members found them¬ 

selves overwhelmed in emergency disaster recovery, in de¬ 

signing innovative systems to recover damaged materials, and 

in creating emergency programs to serve library users during 

the disaster recovery period. Be assured that there was no sil¬ 

ver lining at the outset. 

From this experience, however, the Morgan Library was 

able to take a major disaster and turn the experience into 

something positive. Staff members were able to convert the 

cards dealt them into positive strategies and results and share 

their experience with other institutions as a model response 

to a major disaster. 

The crisis began on the evening of July 27, 1997, when 

Fort Collins, Colorado, suffered flash flooding and, in a peri- 
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od of four hours, received 6.5 inches of rain. The Morgan Li¬ 

brary was hit hard: 

At about 10:30 [p.m.], the pressure of tons of water caused a 

portion of the west wall of the lower level [of Morgan Library] 

to give way, allowing the water to cascade in. Unlike a normal 

flood, where water slowly rises, a flash flood raged through the 

lower level. Later, estimates by the city indicated that the water 

entered the building at 5,000 cubic feet per minute—flood 

stage on the local Cache La Poudre River is measured at 3,000 

cubic feet per minute.1 

The water level within the Library’s lower level rose 8.5 

feet, rising above the ceiling tiles by six inches. Some 658 cu¬ 

bic feet of water were in the library, equaling 4.9 million gal¬ 

lons, or 41 million pounds. All the bound journals housed in 

the library were damaged and had to be removed from the 

building, as were all the monographs located on the lower 

level. Afterward, many subject disciplines had no materials 

available for researchers. 

Even though the disaster struck three weeks before the fall 

semester, the university president mandated that all buildings 

damaged must be operational by the first day of classes. Mor¬ 

gan Library was the hardest hit building on campus. 

Although there have been larger-scale library disasters than 

that at Morgan Library, no one had ever attempted to recover 

and restore close to 500,000 water-damaged volumes and re¬ 

turn them to the collection. Ours was a pioneering effort, and 

because of that, there were no libraries we could consult 

about engaging in this monumental project. 

In the crisis, public relations efforts were focused on three 

levels: information to staff affected; information to the parent 

organization; and information to the external community. 

Morgan Library staff worked hard to ensure that there was no 

negative press about the library’s disaster that could affect en¬ 

rollment of students for the academic year. Communication 
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of information to all interested parties was forthcoming and 

provided the key to developing strong relationships with 

campus administrators, campus community, library users, and 

the public press. 

The university faculty should be a key focus for media re¬ 

lations for any research library that suffers extensive damage to 

its collection. The communication relationship the library de¬ 

velops with its teaching and research faculty is critical. A silver 

lining here was the existence of the University Faculty Coun- 

cils Committee on Libraries and the role it developed in co¬ 

operation with library administrators to keep faculty and stu¬ 

dents informed about disaster recovery efforts and progress. 

“All potential spokespersons . . . should be media trained 

in advance.”2 We had our silver lining in this case in place be¬ 

fore the disaster occurred. That is, the library dean had re¬ 

ceived basic media training through the American Library As¬ 

sociation’s advocacy training program. This training was criti¬ 

cal in establishing the credibility of a new library dean with 

her staff, the university administration, university faculty, the 

press, and the external community. The university’s office of 

media relations relied on the library dean to speak for the 

university concerning the recovery at Morgan Library. 

Can our discovery of this silver lining, based on the Mor¬ 

gan Library experience, help other libraries in the future? Yes. 

All organizations dealing with the stewardship of cultural re¬ 

sources that could experience possible crises related to those 

resources should have key personnel who are media-trained. 

In addition, a basic media relations plan should be developed 

to handle potential disasters or crises.3 

Chaos existed during the immediate emergency disaster 

recovery period, which lasted for the three weeks before the 

fall semester began. Morgan Library staff members immedi¬ 

ately began working on restoring public services. That was 

the first priority, and there was no doubt that library services 
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tied to the opening of the facility would be restored. The ma¬ 

jor issue for public service, however, was how to meet the re¬ 

search and curricular needs of the students and faculty when 

one-half of the Library’s collections were gone. 

Colorado State University is a Research I institution with 

Association of Research Libraries (ARL) membership, and 

the disaster brought a huge demand for interlibrary loans 

(ILL). Even though Morgan Library was lucky to have an in¬ 

novative, progressive, and almost totally automated interlibrary 

loan department, it had to change its procedures during the 

emergency, and from this emerged a facet of the silver lining. 

First, the library completely overhauled ILL processing 

routines to maximize efficiency by automating all phases of 

the process that allowed long-term applications. Not only 

were new automation and programming efforts developed 

specifically for disaster recovery ILL services, but the changes 

were also intentionally designed to introduce permanent im¬ 

provement in ILL service.4 

Second, the library’s ILL disaster recovery services in¬ 

volved the new FastFlood document delivery service. This to¬ 

tally automated service delivered journal articles in two days 

or less 95 percent of the time to Colorado State University 

(CSU) users. Its efficiency has raised the expectations of our 

users for desktop article delivery. Both CSU students and fac¬ 

ulty members have displayed such enthusiastic appreciation 

for this streamlined service that the FastFlood model is being 

integrated into our ILL service over the long term. The uni¬ 

versity has provided funding for Morgan Library to work 

with six other ARL libraries to develop our system into a na¬ 

tional delivery model entitled Project RAPID. 

Third, Morgan Library’s public service culture became 

suffused with a new emphasis on the convenience of the user. 

Since the disaster, the public service staff has become increas¬ 

ingly enthusiastic about implementing new services. Staff 
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members demonstrate far greater willingness to take risks. 

They avoid overburdening new programs with rules and reg¬ 

ulations. Staff members deliberately devise more user-friendly 

policies and procedures for users. 

Because most of the disaster recovery projects have affect¬ 

ed the technical services division of Morgan Library and be¬ 

cause that is where the library’s disaster planning and recovery 

leaders are employed, much of the stress has been experienced 

in this area. Even in technical services, however, a silver lining 

has revealed itself. 

The system design of various phases of massive recovery 

and restoration of water-damaged materials could serve as a 

model. Design techniques created for the recovery contractor 

and his staff for implementation were based on preservation 

principles. 

Technical services staff members were ingenious in devel¬ 

oping concepts that helped cover recovery costs. They used a 

“value loss” concept, applying it to each damaged volume, 

which was critical in negotiations with the insurance carrier. 

Additionally, the staff introduced the “fat factor” concept. 

The fat factor is the actual swelling factor that wet books ex¬ 

perience after they are dry. A sampling of damaged books 

compared with undamaged books of the exact title demon¬ 

strated a 16 percent average fat factor, which was then con¬ 

verted into expanded space requirements. We used a formula 

to support our additional needs, and university negotiators 

were successful in convincing the insurance carrier of the 

need to cover costs for additional space at the library’s off-site 

depository. 

Another aspect of the silver lining in technical services re¬ 

lates to collaboration with commercial library vendors. The 

technical services staffs use of automation to output files for 

comparisons to these vendors has given the library an oppor¬ 

tunity to look differently at vendor relationships in the future. 
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Using this information, the staff was able to assess and ap¬ 

proach various vendors for potentially responding with a pro¬ 

posal for involvement in the last phase of recovery. 

In any disaster, the type of insurance coverage is critical, 

and valuing a library’s collection is much more difficult than 

assessing value for a physical facility. Morgan Library’s insur¬ 

ance coverage for its collection was better than most libraries. 

The university’s risk management and inventory values cov¬ 

ered a set value per volume as well as including a “back-to- 

original-condition” clause. This clause alone prompted library 

officials to urge university negotiators to negotiate for a value 

loss figure of $6 million. 

The library staffs involvement was critical in the develop¬ 

ment of cost studies with a statistics consultant. Staff collabo¬ 

ration included preparing cost models for university negotia¬ 

tors to negotiate with the insurance carrier. The silver lining 

in this case was the reexamination of ways in which the li¬ 

brary’s physical collection should be valued for the future. 

Consequently, the library developed better estimates of the 

collections costs than ever before.5 

A related benefit that may profit other libraries was de¬ 

rived from these studies about determining the value of a li¬ 

brary’s collection. It is critical to recognize the importance of 

insuring a library collection at its proper value and developing 

an insurance policy that covers the true costs of collection 

loss. 

In the first few weeks of disaster recovery, library disaster 

consultants from all over the country adamantly insisted that 

the total loss percentage of the collection damaged would be 

around io to 20 percent. Morgan Library administrators dis¬ 

agreed, predicting anywhere from 30 to 40 percent total loss¬ 

es. The university administration and insurance representatives 

accepted the consultants’ figures. Morgan Library’s total loss is 

now teetering around 35 percent to date. When one thinks 
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about a total loss of materials edging on 40 percent, it would 

seem difficult to find any semblance of a silver lining. 

With total loss at such a large percentage, we needed to 

look at reshaping Morgan Library’s research collection, head¬ 

ing toward new directions for collection building. Therein lies 

our silver lining. Morgan Library selectors are focusing on 

two areas for reshaping the collection for the future. One fo¬ 

cus is to rethink the material type—choosing, perhaps, more 

electronic alternatives, which may tip the balance between 

electronic resources and print material. The other focus is to 

look at the future of CSU’s curricular and research needs in 

reshaping the overall collection. 

In terms of electronic resources, Morgan Library received 

special, subsidized access to a variety of electronic databases 

and full-text resources. In this way, Morgan Library staff mem¬ 

bers and users had an opportunity to experiment with a wide 

array of electronic options and, in the process, expanded their 

willingness to give serious consideration to electronic alterna¬ 

tives. And yet, this expanded knowledge pointed also to the 

value of traditional materials. “Conversely, the most radical 

electronic champions, among both staff and users, have had 

their expectations tempered by a new perceived reality—even 

when the opportunity presented itself, it was seen that elec¬ 

tronic resources could not come close to substituting for a re¬ 

search collection built over decades of planned acquisitions.”6 

The biggest factor in the silver lining found in restoring 

Morgan Library’s collection involved the response to the li¬ 

brary’s aggressive gift-solicitation project.This project resulted 

in replacing 100,000 exact-title, undamaged volumes for 

damaged serials and monographs by substitute volumes. The 

country—libraries, professors, professional societies, commer¬ 

cial publishers, and so forth—responded overwhelmingly to 

the library’s request for donation of exact-title gift materials. 

Not only did donors send exact titles, but they also donated 
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other titles as well. Such a donor response to the Library’s dis¬ 

aster had an additional silver lining. It was a much-needed 

morale booster for library administrators, faculty, and staff. 

One can only imagine the despair experienced by an en¬ 

tire library staff when the extent of such library damage is 

shared with them. There are no words to capture the over¬ 

whelming feelings and fears everyone experiences. However, 

here too there was a silver lining. 

First, not only did the library’s disaster recovery team have 

a disaster plan and recovery document, but it also had gone 

through disaster recovery practice drills. Even more impor¬ 

tant, several members of the team had served as presenters at 

disaster-planning workshops earlier in the year. Morgan Li¬ 

brary staff was as well prepared for a disaster as any group 

could be. 

Library staff members worked increasingly in teams to 

solve problems and sharpened their negotiation and planning 

skills. Cross-training was introduced immediately after the dis¬ 

aster and is now standard practice in the organization. Overall, 

the silver lining for personnel is summarized by the comment 

that “Little stuff doesn’t faze us! Throughout the Library, staff 

at all levels were called on to do things—different thinking, 

reports, analyses, projects—that they normally wouldn’t do. 

Professional and leadership skills of many staff were chal¬ 

lenged and improved. Staff have grown in confidence about 

their abilities.”7 

Second, the disaster changed the culture of the organiza¬ 

tion of the library. Many staff members were involved in de¬ 

veloping a more innovative approach to problem solving.8 

Staff members devised and implemented systems for projects 

that had never been considered before in major library disas¬ 

ter recovery. Most important, staff members became more 

adaptable and flexible, more open to change. 

Two related special projects evolved from the disaster. The 

Camila A.Alire i37 



first project is called GAP—the gift augmentation project. As 

mentioned previously, the donor response to the Library’s gift 

solicitation project netted many more new-title volumes. Be¬ 

cause of that, the university administration became amenable 

to funding GAP, which involves first selecting titles that will 

enhance the overall collection and then processing them into 

the library’s collection. 

The second project is one that we hope will help other li¬ 

braries. The monograph entitled Library Disaster Planning and 

Recovery Handbook was developed and written by members of 

the library’s disaster recovery team in 1998 so that they could 

share their experiences with others. The book has already had 

an effect on other disaster recovery efforts. North Dakota 

State University’s library suffered flood damage in the sum¬ 

mer of 2000, and its library administrators used the handbook 

to assist them in their recovery efforts. 

And so, from that day in July 1997 when its collections 

were so badly damaged, Morgan Library took a major disaster 

and found the silver lining that resulted from disaster recov¬ 

ery. In rebuilding its collections to developing new systems, in 

changing the institutional culture to bring greater collabora¬ 

tion and flexibility, in developing a handbook so that others 

could benefit from the library’s experience—Morgan Library 

found the silver lining that grew out of what at first seemed a 

disaster of overwhelming proportions. 
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i2. Funding for Preservation 

The Strengths of Our Past 

Nancy E. Gwinn 

Cultural institutions of all kinds—whether libraries, ar¬ 

chives, museums, or organizations interested in preserving 

historic houses—take seriously their roles as preservers and 

protectors of our cultural heritage. Those of us who work 

professionally in these organizations find ourselves coping 

with an innate conflict: the desire to protect at odds with the 

desire to share with others what we are protecting. 

This was brought home to me recently when I read a 

wonderful novel by a young writer, Elizabeth McCracken, 

whose narrator and protagonist Peggy Cort is a public librari¬ 

an. What Peggy Cort muses about rings true, at least to this li¬ 

brarian, especially when she says, “There is nothing I can’t 

make into a library in my brain, no objects I don’t imagine 

borrowing or lending out. Not out of generosity—I am a li¬ 

brarian, and protective—but out of a sense of strange, careful 

justice. Part of me believes that all material things belong to 

all people.”1 

Although my own experience is definitely library based, 

since 1984 I have practiced my profession in the middle of the 

largest museum complex in the world: the Smithsonian Insti¬ 

tution. My discussion is based on this experience. 



First, let us take a brief look at the past. In the early nine¬ 

teenth century, about fifty years after Independence Day and 

after we had repelled the several attempts of the British and 

French to reverse our course, intellectual leaders in the Unit¬ 

ed States began to promote and build our own American cul¬ 

tural institutions, mirroring those of Europe. First, Benjamin 

Franklin worked toward establishing scientific and learned so¬ 

cieties like Philadelphia’s American Philosophical Society and 

the Academy of Natural Sciences. Then, libraries grew to use¬ 

ful size at places like Harvard and Yale, the Smithsonian Insti¬ 

tution, the Library of Congress, the New York State Library, 

and the public libraries of New York and Boston. Along with 

these, developed museums of natural history and art. 

An assumption about all of these institutions was that they 

would be places of intellectual ferment stimulated by their 

making available works or collections of the past, which they 

had a mission to protect and keep secure for the purpose of 

continuing enlightenment. Notice that I do not say “pre¬ 

serve” or “conserve,” because these are words that have come 

to the fore mainly in the twentieth century, after scientific in¬ 

vestigation began to expose the fact that simply securing 

these collections was insufficient to ensure their longevity. In¬ 

deed, collections were vulnerable to many problems, either 

inherent or caused by the actions of the past. 

In the 1960s, William Barrow published results of tests of 

aging and strength of paper that indisputably revealed the 

problems of high acid content in nineteenth-century books. 

Similarly, early naturalists, who wanted to preserve animal 

skins collected by the U.S. Exploring Expedition of the 1840s, 

ordered for the purpose “whiskey, a corrosive sublimate, and 

arsenic.”2 Early filmmakers used highly flammable nitrate 

films. Builders proudly poured asbestos into buildings to pro¬ 

tect them from fire. What used to be a matter of storage and 

security has become a preservation problem, and an expensive 

one, for us today, not only because of the techniques required 
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but because collections have a way of growing, and growing, 

and growing, even as they age, and age, and age. 

What is a library or museum to do these days, particularly 

as we are not in an era that values preservation in and of itself, 

but only when connected with use? Libraries and museums 

are facing incredible pressures to make their collections—or 

perhaps I should say “content”—easily available. They must 

find a way to remain important, credible institutions in a digi¬ 

tal world. They must compete successfully with the many 

new distractions of our modern age. All of this requires mon¬ 

ey. All of this strains budgets that may not be receiving the 

same level of support from traditional government sources or 

fund-raising mechanisms. If costs are going up and budgets 

are flat, it is difficult to argue the need for preservation sup¬ 

port or to prevent budget cuts. Collections may be grouped, 

along with buildings, as targets for deferred maintenance. Can 

we wait one more year before getting the roof fixed? Can we 

wait one more year before deacidifying those manuscripts? As 

a manager faced with difficult choices, I might well look at 

things this way. But as someone dedicated to preservation, in¬ 

stead I look for opportunities. And in today’s environment, I 

think there are many. 

In 2000, the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) sur¬ 

veyed its members to study their perceptions regarding the 

status of preservation programs. The eighty-seven members 

who responded pointed to a relatively upbeat picture, indicat¬ 

ing some real achievements over the preceding five years. Six¬ 

ty of the members reported significant or moderate change, 

and much of it was quite positive. For example: 

• Nine libraries reported establishment of new preserva¬ 

tion departments or programs, having created eight new 

jobs for preservation librarians. Only one program had 

been eliminated. 
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• Twenty-nine libraries reported either that their preserva¬ 

tion budgets had grown or that funding had stabilized, 

and four libraries reported that they had received preser¬ 

vation endowments. 

• Twenty-four institutions had added a digitizing capacity 

to their preservation programs. 

• Twenty-two had built new or expanded facilities, usually 

conservation laboratories, and another fourteen had im¬ 

proved their environments with air-conditionmg or new 

storage facilities. 

• Twenty institutions had increased microfilming produc¬ 

tion or quality. 

Did their preservation programs meet their needs, the 

ARL members were asked? “Yes,” said thirty respondents. 

“No” said another thirty, and twenty-two said, “Yes, but only 

in some areas.” Nearly half the ARL members think they have 

a way to go before they feel that the appropriate balance of 

preservation and other programs will be met. 

Where did they see their challenges? It is not surprising 

that lack of funding came at the top of the list, followed by 

the issue of how to preserve and archive digital materials— 

something that would not have even occurred as an issue a 

decade ago. And lest we feel we have taken care of the tradi¬ 

tional problems, twenty-six members reported that the num¬ 

ber of brittle books in their collections was growing. Others 

reported poor environmental controls because of aging facili¬ 

ties and problems with heating, venting, and air-conditioning 

(HVAC) systems; the difficulty of hiring and retaining quality 

staff; and obstacles to preserving non-book formats such as 

videos and sound recordings. 

What will be the greatest influence on the future of pre¬ 

servation programs? Again, the members pointed to funding as 

most important, along with the growth of digital technologies, 

followed closely by management vision and staffing levels. 
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There have been gains, but these results clearly show that 

we must not rest on our laurels. Much of our success has 

grown out of infusions of funding in the 1980s from external 

sources, notably the National Endowment for the Humanities 

(NEH), the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, and the U.S. De¬ 

partment of Education. Funding is still available from those 

sources. Living in the midst of a museum community, howev¬ 

er, without access to federal sources for grant funds such as 

these, and largely unable to tap into local community founda¬ 

tions given our federal status, I have begun to look much 

harder for other sources of funds—in particular to the indi¬ 

vidual donor. I suspect that the preservation endowments that 

are beginning to appear, and to which I referred earlier, are 

coming from private sources. 

An example of how investment in preservation can pay off 

not only in the work on collections but as a fund-raising tool 

is found in my own experience. When I arrived at the Smith¬ 

sonian in 1984, I was fresh from several years at the Research 

Libraries Group, focusing on helping institutions establish and 

fund microfilming programs. I discovered that the Smithson¬ 

ian Libraries had two preservation units: a commercial bind¬ 

ing section and a book conservation laboratory. Although the 

Smithsonian is a very large institution with more than six 

thousand employees, the Smithsonian Libraries is a smaller 

unit, with about 120 staff members, a budget today approach¬ 

ing just $8 million, about 80 percent of which goes into per¬ 

sonnel, and a collection of just over 1.5 million volumes. De¬ 

spite a substantial special collections department, it seemed 

quite a luxury for an institution our size to have a book con¬ 

servation laboratory. In an environment surrounded by muse¬ 

ums that put a premium on artifact conservation, and where 

there were a number of other conservation laboratories, hav¬ 

ing our own was questionable. I focused my attention first on 

the general collections and on its preservation problems, hop¬ 

ing to enlarge the preservation program. 

Nancy E. Gwinn i45 



I used a standard approach. With the help of ARL, the 

Smithsonian Libraries undertook a year-long preservation 

planning program, during which we gathered considerable 

data about our collections and in particular about the large 

percentage of books that were brittle. We were prepared to 

catch the wave of congressional interest in brittle books as a 

national problem. Unfortunately, we were not eligible for the 

funds that Congress began to appropriate to NEH in the ear¬ 

ly 1980s to fund the initiative. We were ready, however, when, 

in our congressional appropriations hearing, the committee 

chairman suddenly asked out of the blue if the Smithsonian 

had any brittle books. Within months, we had received appro¬ 

priated funds to start a brittle-books program. 

Even with those funds, the amount of material we could 

preserve was small, compared with the need. So we looked 

for other sources and focused on collections unique to the 

Smithsonian and on preservation proposals that could be 

packaged and marketed to have a broad appeal. One such was 

our world’s fair collections, about twenty-five hundred items 

dating from the Crystal Palace Exhibition in London in 1851 

through the Panama-Pacific Exhibition in San Francisco in 

1915. This proved attractive to a commercial microfilming 

company, which microfilmed the collection and marketed it 

as “The Books of the Fairs.” The microfilm sold well, and we 

received royalties.This publication project stimulated a variety 

of other activities, including publication of two books, an ex¬ 

hibition, and a symposium. 

This saved me from having to siphon funds from the book 

conservation laboratory for what at the time I perceived to be 

a much greater need. And thank goodness for that. The labo¬ 

ratory has always done superb work. It was not until I began 

to actively raise funds for it, however, that I truly understood 

its appeal in this regard. 

In short, potential donors love the lab. When the book 
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conservation laboratory is listed as one of the options on a 

Smithsonian Behind-the-Scenes tour, it is always oversub¬ 

scribed. Most people have no understanding of how books 

are constructed or how you can preserve them by taking 

them apart, washing and cleaning the paper, filling in holes, 

sewing—think of that, sewing—them back together, and cre¬ 

ating a new binding. I found it much easier to sell the con¬ 

cept of preservation as a whole when we returned to the idea 

of the book as artifact. Having a conservator on board to 

show these techniques made clear more than anything else 

the commitment and seriousness of purpose a library has to¬ 

ward preservation. 

The laboratory as a wonderful tour and demonstration site 

is only one of its values. Remember that when an annual 

budget is being apportioned, the first thing to be covered is 

personnel. When I queried several of my museum colleagues 

as I prepared this paper about how they budgeted for preser¬ 

vation, they said they did not. First, they covered the staff pay¬ 

roll, then they looked at what was needed for upcoming ex¬ 

hibitions in the museum. They had conservators on staff, and 

what was conserved, or stabilized, was driven by the exhibi¬ 

tion needs, including items to be lent for exhibition else¬ 

where. My colleagues did not look at it as budgeting for 

preservation. They looked at it as a normal part of their oper¬ 

ation. 

The Smithsonian Libraries began a serious exhibition pro¬ 

gram around 1990, using a small gallery in the National Mu¬ 

seum of American History, now known also as the Kenneth J. 

Behring Center. I found that exhibition needs became a driv¬ 

er for our program as well, at least for the book conservation 

laboratory. In fact, I doubt if we could maintain a gallery 

without our own conservators, not only to restore, stabilize, or 

safeguard the items to be displayed, but also to create mounts, 

monitor light levels, and reduce risk as much as possible. But 
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that has its benefits, because the exhibition gallery gives us 

visibility, creates opportunities for entertaining prospective 

donors, and helps raise the awareness of senior administrators 

and other staff to what we have in our collections. To mount a 

good exhibition requires funding, and when you raise money 

for an exhibition, you can build in a budget for conservation. 

What are the lessons to be drawn from this experience? It 

may not be what you think, because I understand that not all 

libraries have the collections that require the skills of profes¬ 

sional book conservators. First, you need to have the facts 

about your collection, so an investment into learning those 

facts, as we did with our planning program, can prepare you 

for walking through the door of an opportunity that is unex¬ 

pected. Second, whether you are trying to convince senior 

managers of the importance of allocating funds to preserva¬ 

tion, whether as a manager you are trying to defend a preser¬ 

vation budget, or whether you are trying to convince a donor 

of the worthiness of a preservation endowment, there is a 

powerful emotional appeal attached to the artifact, to the tra¬ 

ditional role of libraries in preserving books and in demon¬ 

strating to a public how that is done. Museums understand 

the power of the original; libraries can use it as well. 

At least for a couple of generations, I think we will see 

more and more interest in books and book preservation. If 

you present and package the need to donors carefully, they 

will understand the value of preservation endowments that 

can then be used to cover multiple preservation needs, in¬ 

cluding microfilming, digitizing, environmental monitoring, 

and book restoration. Maybe in our scramble toward a digital 

future, we should think about, capitalize on, and market for 

new audiences the strengths of our past. 

148 Funding for Preservation 



i3. Securing Preservation Funds • National 

and Institutional Requirements 

Deanna B. Marcum 

Focusing on a national rather than an institutional per¬ 

spective toward the subject of funding for the work of preser¬ 

vation is an opportunity I welcome. Such funding is a major 

concern for me personally and for the organization I repre¬ 

sent, the Council on Library and Information Resources 

(CLIR), a private nonprofit organization that gets people to¬ 

gether to work on issues affecting the ability of libraries and 

archives to serve their constituencies. Preservation funding is 

certainly such an issue, and we have long been involved. 

The council came into being through the recombination of 

the Council on Library Resources and the Commission on 

Preservation and Access, which the council earlier had organ¬ 

ized to concentrate on such problems as how to prevent the 

loss of massive collections printed on acidic paper. The CLIR 

as a whole continues to promote attention to “brittle books,” 

along with many other preservation concerns, including the 

problems of preserving increasing quantities of digitized in¬ 

formation. 

Is funding adequate for dealing with such needs? Far from 

it. Not that there is active opposition. Nearly everyone regards 
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preservation as a good thing. Who is not in favor of preserving 

the intellectual and cultural record, the materials on which 

teaching and research depend, the heritage of centuries of civ¬ 

ilization? The fact that it is considered a good thing has not, 

however, been sufficient to guarantee adequate funding for 

preservation in American research institutions. 

Preservation funding is, in fact, imperiled. Throughout the 

1980s and into the 1990s, the majority of major research li¬ 

braries in the United States developed preservation programs. 

Advocacy for meeting preservation needs came from several 

national organizations along with mine, and providers of funds 

both in the private sector and in government responded with 

support. The National Endowment for the Humanities, to 

take a prominent example, began in 1988 its program of 

grant-making for microfilming deteriorating books and news¬ 

paper collections. 

But support peaked early in the 1990s and now seems in 

relative decline. A report issued in 1999 on preserving re¬ 

search collections found that preservation expenditures in 

member institutions of the Association of Research Libraries 

(ARL) have been little more than level since 1993, despite 

growth in total materials expenditures. The report also found 

that external funding for preservation has declined steadily 

and that staffing has declined as well.1 The most recently pub¬ 

lished ARL preservation statistics show a significant decrease 

also in the volume of microfilming activity.2 

Why these discouraging developments? Preservation fund¬ 

ing is imperiled for a number of reasons. First, private funding 

tends to follow trends, and currently there is keen interest in 

digitization as a means of making materials accessible to new 

and broader audiences. Consequently, access projects are far 

more likely than preservation projects to succeed in the com¬ 

petitive review process. Although the Andrew W. Mellon 

Foundation, for example, continues to be supportive of preser- 
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vation work, funding for microfilming has been redirected to 

digitization projects. 

Second, something similar is happening in federal agen¬ 

cies. The National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH), 

the Library of Congress, and the Smithsonian Institution have 

adopted strategies that emphasize access for the K—12 audi¬ 

ence as well as for the general public. Such an emphasis on 

accountability and service to all constituents gives preference 

to funding requests that enhance access. The strategies to im¬ 

prove access have increased the visibility of these agencies and 

have led to better relationships with Congress. We can hope 

that this will eventually lead to greater funding that can be 

applied also to such important activities as preservation. 

Moreover, the stagnation of the NEH budget in recent 

years has hurt research libraries, which had taken considerable 

advantage of the Endowment’s microfilming support.3 The 

NEH preservation microfilming program is within its Divi¬ 

sion of Preservation and Access. The division’s annual alloca¬ 

tion within the NEH budget dropped from $22 million in 

fiscal 1995 to less than $17 million in fiscal 1996, and it rose 

only slightly above $18 million in the succeeding four fiscal 

years.4 Projects to develop tools and resources for scholarship 

now compete with microfilming for funds available from 

NEH. And the Institute of Museum and Library Services, 

which has a funding category for “preservation and digitiza¬ 

tion,” seems thus far to be funding digitization projects only. 

Finally, preservation funding suffers because we have not 

advanced a compelling national plan for preserving important 

resources. In the absence of such a plan, we are without 

strategies in which we can collaborate to strengthen our ap¬ 

peal for funding. Projects continue to come piecemeal to fun¬ 

ders, unsupported by a context of national urgency, and unre¬ 

lated to a set of priorities for meeting our massive preserva¬ 

tion needs. Overcoming this disability is critical, I believe, for 
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countering the declines I have described in funding—both 

public and private. 

How do we begin such a plan? The Council on Library 

and Information Resources proposes to collaborate with the 

Association of Research Libraries, the Oberlm Group of lib¬ 

eral arts colleges, and a group of comprehensive university li¬ 

braries not members of ARL in a study that will be the first 

step. Using techniques both quantitative and qualitative, we 

plan to evaluate current preservation conditions and chal¬ 

lenges, identify indicators of health, and recommend means 

for revitalizing preservation programs. Specific investigations 

we propose to make include the following: 

(1) We must analyze preservation statistics in relation to 

significant trends affecting American libraries. When in 2000 

ARL member libraries reported a decline of 12.5 percent in 

circulation since 1995 and a significant decline also in pur¬ 

chased volumes (26 percent in monographs and 6 percent in 

serial titles) since 1986, we had to ask whether there was a 

concomitant drop in the need for physical preservation.^ Did 

these figures correlate with such core preservation activities as 

binding, pre-shelf processing, and book repair? What effect 

have major retrospective cataloging projects had on preserva¬ 

tion activities, and are these projects nearing completion? 

(2) Libraries of all types report significant increases in their 

digital acquisitions and conversions, but few have developed 

adequate strategies for digital preservation.6 What role should 

preservation programs have in shaping institutional policies 

for digital preservation? Has there been a shift in preservation 

resources to meet these needs? 

(3) In 1991, ARL issued benchmarks for selected core ac¬ 

tivities in preservation programs.7 Are these still valid despite 

changing circumstances of ownership and access? 

(4) We must address the brittle-books strategy developed 

in the 1980s in light of changing fortunes in NEH and conse- 
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quent repercussions for funding. Is the strategy compatible 

with new directions in library preservation programs? 

(5) We must ask why institutions are finding it difficult to 

attract top professionals to preservation positions. What is the 

state of preservation education in library and information 

studies programs? What can national professional organiza¬ 

tions do to develop preservation leadership skills and revital¬ 

ize preservation leadership? 

(6) Consortial structures for preservation work, such as re¬ 

gional conservation centers, depend heavily on outside fund¬ 

ing. The Mellon Foundation is investigating possible business 

models for greater self-sufficiency. What can we learn from 

such studies to strengthen cooperative preservation activities? 

We should study strategies for financing preservation pro¬ 

grams that have succeeded in research libraries and how they 

can be applied elsewhere. Are institutions using local re¬ 

sources for preservation, or do they rely on foundations and 

other external funds? 

Once we have the proposed report’s answers to these 

questions, we will convene a conference of senior preserva¬ 

tion administrators, library directors, professional organization 

representatives, and relevant others. We will ask them to con¬ 

sider, in light of the report’s findings, the role and the effec¬ 

tiveness of preservation programs in the digital age. We will 

challenge them to develop a plan of action for meeting 

preservation needs in American libraries, archives, and related 

repositories. 

The time for this is now. Even as funding is slipping, digi¬ 

tal technologies present new options for efficiency and effec¬ 

tiveness in preservation as well as new technical and concep¬ 

tual challenges. For example, once a book is digitized and, 

with proper maintenance, made electronically available indef¬ 

initely, will a need remain for every library with a paper copy 

to invest scant resources in preserving it? Or, would library 
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funds go further if we collectively created national reposito¬ 

ries to preserve “artifact” copies of low-use materials, while 

making electronic or microfilmed copies available to all our 

patrons? 

After all, we are not preserving collections just for the 

benefit of each of our institutions. We are collectively caring 

for—and preparing to pass on—the cultural inheritance of 

our society. We must therefore articulate the urgent need for 

preservation until it becomes a national priority. Do not con¬ 

clude that you may safely leave all this to national organiza¬ 

tions such as the Council on Library Resources or the Associ¬ 

ation of Research Libraries. Ultimately, each individual insti¬ 

tution must view itself as a contributor to the national 

collection of accessible scholarly resources, accept responsibil¬ 

ity for preserving a share of such materials, collaborate to re¬ 

duce the burdens of that responsibility, and help make the 

case for support of this work to those who control resources. 

Neither individually nor collectively can we discard our 

obligations to be stewards of our collections. Preservation 

continues to be a critically important issue, and we must all 

accept the responsibility of keeping it in the forefront of our 

concerns. Funders will find the case for meeting any institu¬ 

tion’s individual needs more attractive if the contribution you 

are making to the nation’s heritage is justified in terms of col¬ 

laborative efforts to achieve economies. Together, we can pre¬ 

serve our cultural inheritance. 
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i4- Strategies for Funding 

Preservation and Security 

James G. Neal 

Library preservation and security programs increasingly 

compete for resources to meet an expanding array of rigorous 

collection, service, and technology needs. In a survey of Asso¬ 

ciation of Research Libraries members concerning the future 

of special collections, lack of funding for preservation was 

overwhelmingly identified as the leading preservation chal¬ 

lenge.1 Libraries are developing innovative strategies to build 

budget support and to attract new external funds through 

grants, statewide initiatives, fund-raising campaigns, and en¬ 

trepreneurial activities. 

As institutional budgets and national funding programs 

have fallen woefully short of library preservation and security 

needs, new demands, such as the archiving of digital re¬ 

sources, have only further eroded library capabilities. Few li¬ 

braries have been able to make a strong case for stewardship 

of the collection as an integral component of development 

priorities. Progress will require fiscal agility, innovative pack¬ 

aging of collection and preservation needs, and development 

of new markets for preservation services. 

In this paper, I will outline the range of preservation and 
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security strategies now available to libraries, the infrastructure 

and tools needed to advance a successful program, the various 

audiences requiring education and advocacy, and the core 

qualities and tensions integral to a library preservation and se¬ 

curity effort. I will discuss the way each of these elements in¬ 

tersects with resource development and will describe activi¬ 

ties that may be implemented to attract support. 

Besides documenting lack of funding as the primary con¬ 

cern, the Association of Research Libraries survey on preser¬ 

vation programs highlighted several additional areas as priori¬ 

ty challenges.These include: the preservation and archiving of 

digital resources, the reformatting of brittle books, the cre¬ 

ation and maintenance of appropriate environmental controls, 

and the recruitment and retention of expert staffing. Each of 

these broad areas of concern presents not only extraordinary 

funding needs but also rich opportunities for creative financ¬ 

ing. 

A preservation program must be presented as a compre¬ 

hensive strategy, particularly in a research library setting, and 

all of its core elements must be clearly identified. These ele¬ 

ments include, first of all, a collection condition survey and 

documentation of need. Preventive and stabilization proce¬ 

dures, repair and conservation procedures, reformatting tech¬ 

niques, and environmental monitoring activities are also 

important. The strategy must embrace as well facility im¬ 

provements, collection management and handling, and staff 

training. User education, digital archiving, and disaster pre¬ 

paredness must also be addressed. Each of these many compo¬ 

nents requires a firm financial commitment. 

Preservation strategies should be advanced in the context 

of a program plan that includes a well-articulated vision and 

clear priorities for action. The plan must spell out measurable 

objectives, with supporting documentation and requirements 

for requisite expertise and essential resources. It should articu- 
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late clear and reasonable expectations and include a commit¬ 

ment to assessment. Such a plan can be used to rally institu¬ 

tional support and attract external interest and funding. The 

essential resources are significant: professional staff, clerical 

and student staff, equipment, supplies, technology, and facili¬ 

ties are all possible resources. 

As the preservation program is built, many important is¬ 

sues must be considered that are linked to resource develop¬ 

ment. Will the program be comprehensive, or will it specialize 

in selected areas or activities? Will it focus on the working 

and circulating collections, or on the special and rare collec¬ 

tions? Will the emphasis be on traditional techniques, or on 

new and experimental strategies? Will the priority be conser¬ 

vation of the original works, or creation of surrogate copies? 

Will the program champion local needs for preservation, or 

serve as a model for national programs? 

A balance between access to collections and the security 

of collections must be achieved. Will base budget support be 

provided, or will the program rely primarily on “soft” and ex¬ 

ternal sources of funds? Will the preservation work be han¬ 

dled by in-house staff, or will operations be outsourced to ex¬ 

ternal individuals and firms? The preservation program might 

be advanced primarily as an institutional initiative, or consor¬ 

tium approaches might be sought. Will a preservation pro¬ 

gram be developed, or will preservation activities be carried 

out as a series of funded projects with one-time financing? 

Obviously, these questions present choices, and most institu¬ 

tional preservation efforts will prove to be a cross between 

several options. The orientation of a program must be clearly 

spelled out, however, because it will drive funding and fund¬ 

raising decisions. 

Less clear are ways to attract external funds to support col¬ 

lection security needs. It may be argued that grants organ¬ 

izations and individual donors view such operations as the 
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core responsibility of the institution. Policies and procedures 

that manage collection theft, collection mutilation, control of 

users, control of access, user surveillance, special storage, and 

the use of surrogate copies might be difficult to sell outside 

the library. Another new area of concern is the security of 

electronic data. In all cases, the cost of managing security and 

the impact of collection loss and damage must be clearly pre¬ 

sented. 

Grant funding for preservation programs in libraries has 

traditionally come from several sources, namely, national 

foundations, family foundations, federal agencies, state legisla¬ 

tive projects, or corporations. In general, the interest of these 

granting agencies has gone from support for institutional 

preservation programs to national demonstration and leader¬ 

ship projects. The focus is on the clarity of objectives and the 

project plan, the national contribution and impact of the 

work, and the significance of the collection being preserved. 

The innovative application of new technologies, the choice of 

appropriate strategies, and the availability of necessary re¬ 

sources and expertise are also important to funders. It is im¬ 

portant for the institution to establish a record of institutional 

commitment and accomplishment, appropriate and effective 

partnerships, and rigorous assessment strategies. 

External fund-raising for preservation programs in li¬ 

braries has also traditionally come from several sources. The 

support of library friends groups, annual gifts programs, and 

special project funding are three of these. Others include the 

creation of preservation endowments for positions or pro¬ 

grams, the creation of collection endowments that include 

preservation components, adopt-a-book programs, planned 

giving and bequests, and naming opportunities. Libraries that 

have been successful in attracting support from donors have 

been able to link collection development and preservation ac¬ 

tivities, to demonstrate that the purchase of an item for the 

158 Strategies for Funding 



collection may involve an ongoing responsibility for its main¬ 

tenance. Libraries also have been able to tap into donor inter¬ 

est in new technologies and the ability to extend and enhance 

use through digitization while also enabling the preservation 

of the original artifact. 

Library fund-raising for preservation should focus on tra¬ 

ditional support groups, those individuals having a strong in¬ 

terest in the book, and “new generation” support, from those 

individuals who look to the library for leadership in the use 

of information technology. An important consideration in 

such fund-raising is the recruitment of unrestricted support 

that can be used for changing needs and opportunities versus 

funds that are earmarked for a specific activity or class of ma¬ 

terials. In all cases, preservation must be linked to the academ¬ 

ic excellence of the institution, to the national significance 

and impact of the preservation activity, or to the institutional 

reputation and visibility. Depending on the audience, links to 

innovation or to historical roles and values are also important. 

A new area of external resource development that libraries 

should advance is entrepreneurial or new market develop¬ 

ment. Individual libraries may be able to organize preserva¬ 

tion services that would be of interest to other libraries, indi¬ 

viduals, or organizations. Leveraging assets such as expertise, 

experience, or technologies, for example, could encourage the 

creation of new sources of income. Services such as basic re¬ 

pairs, special conservation treatments, digitization services, or 

education and training are several areas where such external 

work could be productive. Even collection storage, research 

and development, consultation, and program planning might 

be appealing for new markets. 

Ultimately, success in resource development for preserva¬ 

tion and security programs in libraries will be determined by 

effective education and advocacy with key leaders and fun¬ 

ders and also with the user community. We need to inform 
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the administrative and volunteer leadership of our organiza¬ 

tions of the impact of preservation and security on learning 

and scholarship. We need to educate faculty, researchers, stu¬ 

dents, and community users about responsible use of library 

collections and also about library commitment to their long¬ 

term availability. We need to interest alumni and friends in the 

significant impact of their financial support for preservation. 

We should stress its importance to the success of the library 

and the larger institution. We need to interest vendors in part¬ 

nering with libraries in the research and development activi¬ 

ties that will produce innovative tools for the preservation and 

security of our collections. And we must encourage new and 

expanded federal and foundation support for preservation as 

integral to our national interest. 
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UNDERSTANDING SUCCESS 

Measuring Effectiveness of Preservation 

and Security Programs 





i5. Measuring the Effectiveness of 

Preservation and Security Programs 

at the Library of Congress 

Francis M. Pond 

Institutions must find accurate and cost-effective ways to 

assess the effectiveness of their preservation and security pro¬ 

grams and to balance access with protection. They need to de¬ 

termine how well controls are working and what needs to be 

done to correct deficiencies—and then to demonstrate to 

funders that the money being spent is achieving the stated 

goals. In large institutions, conducting a full inventory and 

then periodically measuring changes is often not practicable. 

Rather, institutions can use statistically valid selection and 

measuring techniques to estimate the status of the total popu¬ 

lation of items. 

This paper describes different sampling methods and iden¬ 

tifies sampling projects undertaken at the Library of Congress. 

It discusses designing and developing a statistically valid base¬ 

line and then using carefully controlled measurements to de¬ 

termine the status of controls in place. Armed with accurate 

measurements, the institution can make informed decisions 

about implementing remedies proportional to the risk. 

Since its founding, the Library of Congress has been en- 
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trusted with the preservation of major works in history, litera¬ 

ture, the arts, science, language, and a variety of emerging cul¬ 

tural works. In addition, the Copyright Office function adds 

hundreds of thousands of works in various formats to the col¬ 

lections each year. The Library staff must find new ways to 

store, catalog, secure, and preserve many of these works for fu¬ 

ture generations to come. At the same time, the Library must 

make its collections relatively open to public observation and 

use by scholars and private citizens alike. The challenge is to 

find the balance between these competing goals, namely, 

preservation and protection versus public accessibility. 

Beginning in the 1970s, staff observations and formal stud¬ 

ies funded by the Library indicated that public access had re¬ 

sulted in missing materials; defacing of texts, manuscripts, 

posters, and pictures; and wearing out of materials because of 

use. 

To prevent the first two areas of concern, the Library 

needed to tighten security and change its methods of serving 

materials to the public. Library management wanted to be 

sure that installation of security measures would be done in 

proportion to the risk involved—but there had to be a bal¬ 

ance. Overreaction was to be avoided. For example, it was not 

feasible to simply close access to most areas. Security experts 

were consulted, with the result that the security staff was aug¬ 

mented and professionals in the field were hired. 

During the 1990s, the Library implemented many innova¬ 

tive security features, several of which involved preventative 

measures incorporating location and access controls. Other 

features involved observational and search measures. However, 

none of these security features pose a major threat to public 

access. 

Installing security and control features can be very costly. 

The Congress wanted to know whether or not the new secu¬ 

rity measures were working and, if so, whether or not they 
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were worth the cost. Because much of the cost of security 

is ongoing, such concerns continue to affect the budget an¬ 

nually. 

Measurement of improvement in security and reduction 

in risk usually involves establishing a baseline and then fol¬ 

lowing up with multiple periods of specific attribute meas¬ 

urements. Some security-mmded managers believe that be¬ 

fore security features are installed, a baseline wall-to-wall 

inventory should be taken, followed by another complete in¬ 

ventory in a future period. Making complete inventories for 

the Library of Congress or for sections within it, however, 

would be extremely costly and time-consuming. By the time 

such an inventory was completed, major changes could have 

taken place, rendering the information from the inventory 

useless or outdated. The large expenditure of funds would 

have been wasted. 

For almost a century now, business managers in public and 

private institutions alike have been using quality assurance and 

control studies involving statistical sampling to save both time 

and money. When the universe of items to be studied is very 

large, the institution can use a probability sample of reasonably 

small size to estimate the condition of that larger universe. 

With probability selection, we can place reliability bounds on 

the estimate and provide as precise an estimate as is needed by 

both management and oversight groups—in the case of the 

Library, these groups include the General Accounting Office, 

the Library’s Inspector General, and congressional staff. There 

is an extremely large and varied literature involving the theory 

and application of statistical sampling to such problems. Both 

government agencies and universities use these methods. In 

the Washington, D.C., area, there is no lack of qualified experts 

in the field. 

Sampling with known probabilities of selection allows ex¬ 

trapolation of results to the broader population of items or to 
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locations from which the sample was drawn. Types of sam¬ 

pling plans include: 

(1) simple random (equal probability), 

(2) stratified random (equal probabilities within sub¬ 

groups), 

(3) cluster or multistage (hierarchical sets of probabilities), 

(4) probability proportional to size, 

(5) cohort group sampling over time, and 

(6) paneled sampling with “births and deaths” over time. 

These and other techniques can be tailored to provide 

efficient and effective measurements with high confidence 

and precise estimates, but at a much lower cost than a com¬ 

plete inventory of a population. Sampling for measurement of 

change (because of security or control measures, for example) 

must also start with a baseline. However, this baseline can be 

the result of a carefully designed statistical sample. Subsequent 

samples can then be done over time to measure change with¬ 

in the bounds of statistical significance. 

The Library has designed more than a half-dozen sam¬ 

pling plans for its various entities. A few of these plans have 

been funded, and the results of the testing have been helpful 

to management in understanding the status of the collections 

at any given point in time. We were not able to start these 

samples with a natural baseline at the point where security 

measures were installed, however, so it is difficult to know the 

total value of these measurements. If sampling is repeated at 

regular intervals, management will be able to measure the im¬ 

provement or deterioration of the collections and evaluate 

the results in terms either of security control matters or of 

condition based on normal wear, tear, and deterioration 

through time. 

Because of the lack of a meaningful baseline at the Library 

in any of its divisions, we had to choose a place to start, with 
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the goal of measuring change through time. We applied sam¬ 

pling techniques to the Prints and Photographs Division and 

to the National Library Service for the Blind and Physically 

Handicapped inventory of reading machines for the blind. We 

were able to study Library holdings for existence and com¬ 

pleteness as well as quality. With a baseline, we will be able to 

measure both quantitative and qualitative benefits of installed 

controls and security measures. These could then be com¬ 

pared to quantitative and qualitative costs of the installed con¬ 

trols in order to provide the net benefit of the installation and 

operation of such controls. The key to success in measuring 

the net benefit is the continuation of sampling and statistical 

analysis through time. 

Although it is true that measurement and testing alone 

will not fix the problem (actions must be taken and money 

must be spent to do that), nevertheless such analysis tech¬ 

niques will permit management and oversight authorities to 

discover and highlight the extent of a problem and the extent 

of improvement achieved because of actions taken by man¬ 

agement. 
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16. Measuring Environmental 

Quality in Preservation 

Pfi- James M. Reilly 

The purpose of preservation is to safeguard cultural re¬ 

sources for the future without loss of value or usefulness in 

the present. In practice, this usually means preventing, retard¬ 

ing, or repairing deterioration. Preservation takes many forms, 

but none is so far-reaching or fundamental as regulation of 

the storage environment. Here, I will describe new technolo¬ 

gy from the Image Permanence Institute (IPI) for quantita¬ 

tively assessing the storage environments of cultural institu¬ 

tions. This new approach is being tested at the Library of 

Congress in a pilot project to optimize both the quality and 

the cost of storage environments. The Andrew W. Mellon 

Foundation funds the project. 

A broad definition of the environment encompasses a 

number of factors that affect the decay of collections, includ¬ 

ing light, pollution, vibration, radiation, and living organisms. 

Although all of these are worthy of attention, the two most 

important environmental factors in preservation are the old 

stalwarts, temperature and relative humidity (RH). Recent re¬ 

search has yielded an entirely new appreciation of the impor¬ 

tance of these two factors in preserving cultural property. Yet 
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the significance of environment transcends preservation. It is 

also a management issue having profound implications for the 

fiscal health and long-term success of an institution. 

Whether designed for human comfort or for collection 

preservation, special environments are costly to deliver, all the 

more so in times of rising energy prices. Environment affects 

the productivity of staff and the performance of computers 

and other equipment. Less well appreciated is the fact that the 

future cultural and market value of collections will be deter¬ 

mined by how well they are stored from now on. Better stor¬ 

age will mean less deterioration, which translates into higher 

future value and decreased costs for repair or reformatting. 

Managers of cultural institutions need to become more aware 

of their environmental conditions and to quantify the impact 

of those conditions on the collections. 

The new measures of environmental quality developed by 

the Image Permanence Institute are based on the effects of 

storage conditions on the spontaneous decay of organic mate¬ 

rials. To understand these conditions, it is necessary to explore 

the nature of decay processes and the way temperature and 

RH interact with objects. Temperature and humidity are al¬ 

ways present, affecting the collections every minute of every 

day. Decay can occur through chemical, physical, or biological 

processes. All three depend heavily on environmental condi¬ 

tions. Biological and physical forms of decay are most influ¬ 

enced by relative humidity, whereas temperature is the critical 

factor for chemical deterioration. Libraries and archives have 

the most to fear from chemical decay, because modern infor¬ 

mation mediums are especially vulnerable to it. The classic 

example of chemical decay is the yellowing and embrittle¬ 

ment of acidic wood-pulp paper. Paper so weak that the page 

of a book cannot be turned without breaking has become a 

familiar sight in libraries around the world. Although the out¬ 

ward manifestation may be physical weakness, the underlying 
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decay process is chemical in nature. Attack on the fibers of the 

page by acid is a chemical reaction, and, like all chemical reac¬ 

tions, it occurs at a measurable rate, by turns faster or slower 

depending on conditions. 

Considerable scientific inquiry has been made recently 

into exactly what factors affect the deterioration rate of paper 

and other organic materials such as plastics, leather, dyes, and 

textiles—and to what degree. Although the specific problems 

addressed in the research projects have varied, the results of 

many of them point to temperature and RH control as the 

collection manager’s best hope. The rate of decay is deter¬ 

mined by temperature, concentration, pressure, and the pres¬ 

ence or absence of a catalyst. To keep a book from becoming 

brittle, library managers cannot change the pressure (a con¬ 

stant pressure is provided by the atmosphere) or the presence 

of an acid catalyst (the papermaker supplied that), but they 

can regulate concentration and temperature. 

Concentration—the amount of each substance involved 

in a chemical reaction—would seem to be a fixed quantity 

like atmospheric pressure, but it is not. Although the mass of a 

book does not change over time, the amount of water ab¬ 

sorbed into the book changes with ambient RH. Water plays 

a direct role in almost every type of chemical decay, so its 

concentration becomes a primary rate-controlling factor. Am¬ 

bient RH is therefore an important speed control for chemi¬ 

cal deterioration processes. Over the entire range of RH from 

o to ioo percent, the overall rate of chemical decay varies by a 

factor of ten. The higher the RH, the faster the decay. 

Although humidity typically gets the greatest attention 

from preservation specialists, it is temperature—not humidi¬ 

ty—that in fact has the greatest effect on chemical decay. 

Temperature has the potential to speed up or slow down re¬ 

action rates by much more than a factor of ten. A large part of 

the preservation manager’s task is to decide which kind of de- 
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cay (chemical, physical, or biological) to worry about most. 

Chemical decay processes are a significant threat to library 

and archive collections because the information mediums 

found in libraries are primarily organic in nature and have a 

high rate of spontaneous decay at room temperature. Micro ¬ 

film and pictorial films on nitrate and acetate plastic, early 

sound recordings, color photographs, acid-tanned leather, and 

acidic papers are but a few examples of such fast-decaying 

materials. For them, storage at room temperature means they 

have no hope to survive intact for more than few decades. 

Ideas about the durability of library materials have been 

unconsciously shaped by the apparently good condition of 

many three- or four-century-old books. But we must bear in 

mind two key things about the condition of these venerable 

objects. First, they were made with inherently durable materi¬ 

als, such as parchment, whose life expectancy at room tem¬ 

perature was much longer than many of today’s materials. 

Second, for most of their lives the objects were housed in 

cooler environments than they typically are housed in now. 

The low annual average temperature in unheated stone build¬ 

ings of northern Europe, for example, together with effec¬ 

tive means—albeit low-technology methods—to shield them 

from periods of high humidity, produced a much slower rate 

of chemical decay than any modern storeroom operated at 

pleasant and unwavering room temperature. The rare book 

room kept to tight tolerances at sixty-eight degrees Fahren¬ 

heit, 50 percent RH causes the books to deteriorate three to 

four times faster than their former home in the unheated 

church or manor house. As a consequence, as much deteriora¬ 

tion has occurred in the last fifty years of “good” storage as 

happened in the previous two centuries. 

Most people (including most preservation specialists) un¬ 

derestimate the influence that storage temperature has on the 

decay rate of organic materials. They underestimate both the 

171 James M. Reilly 



negative impact of human comfort temperatures and the 

magnitude of the benefit gained from going only slightly 

cooler. Those who would never dream of parting with their 

home refrigerator or who do not hesitate to condemn as ab¬ 

surd the suggestion that meat-plant workers be allowed to 

work at room temperature, still maintain that the books, tapes, 

films, or pictures in their care are just fine at human comfort 

conditions. The overwhelming weight of scientific evidence 

says otherwise. 

The foundations of IPI’s quantitative approach to measur¬ 

ing the effect of environment on the decay rate of organic 

materials date from the development of predictive accelerated 

aging methods developed in the 1970s. These test methods 

were based on principles of physical chemistry and were de¬ 

signed to isolate and characterize the role that temperature 

plays in the decay of particular materials. As more and more 

results were published, preservation scientists began to realize 

the implications of the data and to formulate a larger theoreti¬ 

cal framework that brought together both temperature and 

RH in a unified overview. In the 1980s, Donald Sebera of the 

Library of Congress created “contour maps” showing what 

combinations of temperature and RH yielded similar rates of 

decay for organic materials. He called these maps of equiva¬ 

lent environmental conditions “isoperms.” Although this work 

was an influential and important advance, it did not provide a 

way to measure the decay rate for varying conditions. 

In 1995, the Image Permanence Institute introduced the 

ability to directly measure and quantify environmental quality, 

at least as far as natural aging of organic materials is con¬ 

cerned. IPI’s TWPI (Time-Weighted Preservation Index) is a 

way of analyzing temperature and RH data to determine how 

rapidly or slowly organic materials are decaying because of 

spontaneous chemical change. An algorithm integrates chang¬ 

ing rates into a single number that represents the overall 
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“preservation quality” of a storage environment. The TWPI of 

a storage space, for example, gives the number of years it 

would take for a typical “preservation problem” object such as 

acidic paper to become noticeably deteriorated in a given 

storage environment. In other words, the TWPI indicates 

the approximate lifetime of fast-decaying collection materials 

within that environment. Returning to our example of the 

rare book room at a constant sixty-eight degrees Fahrenheit, 

50 percent RH, its TWPI would be forty-four years. This 

means that a new book printed on acidic paper would be¬ 

come noticeably deteriorated (discolored and brittle, but not 

turned into dust) in approximately forty-four years in such an 

environment. 

In recent years, a number of off-site storage spaces have 

been constructed by major research libraries to relieve over¬ 

crowding and offer improved storage conditions. Many of 

these are designed to operate at around fifty-five degrees 

Fahrenheit, 35 percent RTF The relative humidity is slowly 

varied during the course of the seasons so that energy costs 

are kept to a minimum. The TWPI of such spaces is 163 years, 

nearly a fourfold improvement over our example above. 

The value of the TWPI measurement is that it can inte¬ 

grate changing temperature and RH conditions and deliver 

one number that reflects the overall quality of the environ¬ 

ment. The TWPI can be used to measure existing conditions 

and to give target figures for optimal conditions, including 

providing information for cost-benefit analysis of institutional 

environments. For example, the Library of Congress has used 

TWPI statistics in planning for its new off-site storage envi¬ 

ronments. 

With funding from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, 

the Image Permanence Institute joined with the Library of 

Congress in 1999 to explore simultaneously optimizing both 

the cost of creating collection storage environments and the 
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impact of those storage environments on the longevity of the 

collections. Working closely with the Preservation Directorate 

and with the engineering staff of the Architect of the Capitol 

(the “landlord” of the Library’s buildings), IPI is collaborat¬ 

ing with the energy-efficiency consulting firm of Herzog/ 

Wheeler and Associates to apply IPI’s environmental assess¬ 

ment technology to energy efficiency Hardware and software 

developed by IPI will be used in this effort. The Preservation 

Environment Monitor, a data-logger specially designed for 

preservation use with funding from the Division of Preserva¬ 

tion and Access of the National Endowment for the Humani¬ 

ties (NEH), will be used to gather the data, and Climate 

Notebook™, a software program created for the purpose of 

environmental assessment, will be used to perform the analy¬ 

sis of that data. 

The project in its second year concentrated on rare book 

storage areas in the Library’s Jefferson Building and manu¬ 

script storage areas in the Madison Building. The goals of the 

project are to double the life expectancy of the collections 

while simultaneously reducing the consumption of energy. So 

far, we have collected data to establish a TWPI baseline and 

have made a close study of the air-conditioning equipment 

affecting the target areas. Although it is too early to see defin¬ 

itive results from the project, it is already clear that improve¬ 

ments in energy cost and collection longevity are possible. IPI 

and Herzog/Wheeler will be presenting information to the 

engineering, preservation, and collection staffs at the Library 

so that they can determine an optimum combination of hu¬ 

man comfort, operating efficiency, and collection preserva¬ 

tion. Changes based on these decisions will be implemented, 

and the project will continue by monitoring and document¬ 

ing the improvements made. A collateral goal of the project is 

to describe the management processes during the effort so 

they can be used by other institutions. 
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This paper has examined the theory and practice of new 

environmental quality measures in preservation. These quan¬ 

tifiable measures are the necessary first step toward having an 

integrated managerial approach to temperature and humidity 

conditions within cultural institutions. The measures provide 

a common basis for the engineering, curatorial, and preserva¬ 

tion functions to work together toward the larger goals of 

serving society, maintaining a financially sound program, and 

enhancing the future value of cultural resource collections.1 
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i7- Preservation, Security, and 

Digital Content 

Carl Fleischhauer 

Our keywords for this publication—preservation and se¬ 

curity—are variously defined, certainly in the context of dig¬ 

ital materials. The variation is even greater, and the meanings 

assigned even broader, when we look at the terms as they are 

applied to entities in an organization, for example, the 

“Preservation Department” or the “Security Office.” Because 

this book is about strategic stewardship, I think that it is fit¬ 

ting to discuss things from an organizational perspective and 

to take a broader view. 

Let me say a few words about the first term, “preserva¬ 

tion.” For illustration, allow me to oversimplify a bit about the 

old days, when our concern was focused exclusively on physi¬ 

cal objects. Let us take books, for instance. Preservation de¬ 

partments within libraries were organized to conserve the 

books and—when necessary—to reformat them (which usu¬ 

ally meant microfilming them). If thought was given to 

adding intellectual value, this was seen as the business of other 

units within the library, perhaps where a selection process as¬ 

sembled the collection, where cataloging took place, or where 

the reference staff placed materials in the hands of readers. 
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Added intellectual value was a matter of providing a context 

for a given item within a larger, cataloged collection. And the 

collection itself had intellectual value: the whole was greater 

than the sum of the parts. 

With digital activities, we have seen organizational bound¬ 

aries begin to weaken. The Library of Congress program 

called American Memory is a classic—but by no means the 

only—example of a reformatting project motivated by the 

desire to expand access.1 Such activities reproduce the origi¬ 

nal objects and at the same time add intellectual value by im¬ 

proving access, especially when they produce searchable texts. 

Here, even the parts are “greater” than they were before digi¬ 

tization. 

I know that the reproductions in American Memory are 

often described as access-quality copies, but the program and 

allied efforts at the Library of Congress have also investigated 

copy-making in the service of preservation. (Please note that 

we use the term “preservation copy” at the Library of Con¬ 

gress even when we retain the original item.) For some types 

of material, we have begun to produce very high-quality re¬ 

productions. The digital images produced by the Geography 

and Map Division, for example, surpass in quality the 105mm 

microfiche traditionally produced for the division, and the pa¬ 

per output from the scans far and away surpasses any output 

obtainable from the film. I am not sure if the division has 

started using the p-word for their digital copies, but the im¬ 

ages certainly fill the same niche that analog preservation 

copies used to fill. 

Meanwhile, the Prints and Photographs Division is start¬ 

ing to hear from publishers who are well satisfied with the 

uncompressed master images they download from the Web, 

suggesting that here, too, digital images can take the place of 

what were called preservation copy negatives. At the Library 

of Congress and elsewhere, we are impressed by the effective 
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service to researchers that is offered by, say, color images of 

manuscript pages. Such digital images are susceptible to en¬ 

largement and improvements in legibility when examined us¬ 

ing well-selected software. (Alas, audio and video lag behind 

in terms ol online quality, but I am convinced they will catch 

up soon.) 

In the face of these developments, the people who are de¬ 

veloping digital reformatting programs have moved from dis¬ 

cussing the basics to discussing the niceties. When should we 

reproduce a book’s pages as ink imprints, that is, capture what 

amounts to be the typography and lines in drawings? This ap¬ 

proach permits us to create clean paper facsimiles, as demon¬ 

strated by the Cornell University library scanning projects of 

the 1990s. Alternatively, when shall we make images of the 

pages that use a photographic approach to capture the look of 

the sheets (including paper color) in the manner demonstrat¬ 

ed by Octavo CD-ROM editions of rare volumes?2 When is 

it important to conserve the original bound volume even in 

the face of lower image quality? Are there ever times when 

the circumstances dictate disbinding a book in order to make 

perfect facsimile images? And, to echo my earlier remarks, this 

question: for this body of material, how shall we add value 

and improve access? This last topic is now understood to in¬ 

clude not only options like exchangeable MARC (MAchine- 

Readable Cataloging) catalog records, but also standardized 

finding aids, searchable full texts, and “exposing and harvest¬ 

ing” the detailed, local data that live in intimate relationships 

with digitized content. 

The Library of Congress has only just begun to examine 

the parallel set of issues for “born-digital” content. To some 

degree, the added intellectual value will come—as in the past 

—from assembling and cataloging a collection and providing 

access to it. The challenge of distributed custody—the likeli¬ 

hood that digital content will be held by different libraries or 
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publisher-owners—will be met by the development of re¬ 

fined conventions for describing and indexing this dispersed 

content. 

What does all this mean for libraries and archives? One 

answer is drawn from an organizational model in which an 

office or a family of related offices tackles a mix of issues: first, 

making reproductions, the reformatting aspect of preserva¬ 

tion; second, analyzing and processing born-digital content; 

third, contributing to the addition of intellectual value by var¬ 

ious means; and fourth, preserving content once in digital 

form, the other aspect of preservation, presumably including 

the value-added elements. I will note here an interesting 

discussion we are having at the Library, working to distin¬ 

guish the role of keeper of the digital content from the role of 

shaper and indexer of the digital content for end-user access. 

What can we say about preserving content in digital 

form? Solutions are beginning to emerge. Different methods 

will be applied depending on whether we are talking about 

the content in a library’s custody or the content for which a 

library takes responsibility but does not have custody. The lat¬ 

ter—what the National Library of Australia calls “remote 

management”—is out of scope for this discussion. It is worth 

mentioning, however, that the preservation of remote re¬ 

sources will include certifying custodians and binding them 

in legal agreements. The former, however, is the question we 

address here: how wih we preserve that which is in our cus¬ 

tody? 

One key element is covered by the broad term “security.” 

A recent report from the National Research Council notes 

that security has conventionally encompassed secrecy, confi¬ 

dentiality, integrity, and availability.3 Using the broad term 

“trustworthiness,” the report adds other terms or, as the re¬ 

port puts it, other “dimensions”: correctness, reliability, priva¬ 

cy, safety, and survivability. The report notes that the dimen- 
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sions are not independent: to increase one (say, confidentiali¬ 

ty) will inevitably decrease another (availability). Information 

technology professionals know that it is difficult to manage 

these dimensions in a networked environment in which many 

software applications are commercial packages produced by 

third parties. 

Consideration of security—or trustworthiness—leads or¬ 

ganizations to hone their skills in a family of actions. Many 

operational and administrative components must be brought 

together to provide a trustworthy networked environment. In 

my conversations with colleagues at the Library of Congress, 

I have started to hear what amounts to a checklist of these 

components: 

(1) ensure the physical security of buildings, hardware, and 

cabling; 

(2) install and integrate firewalls and routers to control 

network traffic; 

(3) authenticate users and authorize their access to appro¬ 

priate zones within the institution’s systems; 

(4) protect the integrity of systems and data against cor¬ 

ruption caused by accident, errors, or infiltration by unautho¬ 

rized persons; 

(5) monitor data integrity; 

(6) monitor network traffic; 

(7) back up systems and data and establish disaster recov¬ 

ery plans; and 

(8) develop guidelines for individual users and train them 

in the use of these guidelines. 

The trustworthiness that will result from assembling these 

components will provide a necessary—but not sufficient— 

condition for the preservation of content. Several commenta¬ 

tors have summarized the known approaches to preserving 

digital content in five categories, at least two of which are ad- 
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dressed by a trustworthy networked information system: (i) 

refreshing the bits and (2) using better media. “Refreshing” 

refers to copying a stream of bits from one location to anoth¬ 

er, whether the physical medium is the same or not, to keep 

the bits alive without change. “Better media” refers to the 

longevity and technology-independence of storage media, 

which may be more important for offline than for online 

storage. 

As an aside, I will confess that I do not quite know the 

best location for “authenticity” in this cyber-geography. Like 

many others, I have been impressed by the papers on this top¬ 

ic resulting from the Council on Library and Information 

Resources discussion in January 2000.4 But the papers 

demonstrate that the issues are too numerous to permit easy 

resolution. “Authentic” in what sense? If authenticity is a 

matter of a document’s properties, do we mean all properties 

or just some properties? To what degree is the need met by 

technological elements: checksums, encryption, signatures? 

How shall we distinguish the elements pertaining to “integri¬ 

ty” from those pertaining to “authenticity”? Cliff Lynch’s pa¬ 

per in this volume reminds us of our dependence on “trust,” 

especially trust in an intermediary to whom we turn to au¬ 

thenticate a document.3 

Let me leave authenticity to those better able to explain it 

and return to the five digital-content preservation categories. 

I mentioned (1) refreshing the bits and (2) using better media, 

associating them with security and trustworthiness. The truth 

is, one could define the term “trustworthiness” to cover the 

next three categories as well: (3) migration of content, (4) 

emulation of the technical environment, and (5) digital pale¬ 

ography. Migration includes the transformation of content 

from one data representation (digital format) to another, that 

is, from one digital format for images (say,TIFF, or tagged im¬ 

age file format) to a future standard format that provides en- 
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hanced functionality. Emulation requires that one use the 

power of a new generation of technology to function as if it 

were the technology of a previous generation. For example, 

the provision of future access to the computer game Myst 

would almost certainly require the emulation ofWindows 95 

(the Microsoft operating system released in 1995) and other 

elements. Peter Hirtle’s definition of “digital paleography” al¬ 

ludes to “the venerable science and art of reading and deci¬ 

phering old or obscure handwriting.” Hirtle envisions digital 

paleographers who can, say, read files encoded in HTML 1.0 

(the first version of Hypertext Markup Language) and con¬ 

vert them to “whatever standard may then be current, be it 

XML [Extensible Markup Language] and a stylesheet, a hand¬ 

held markup language, or an eBook standard.”6 

How might we accomplish migration or emulation? (I 

cannot think of a thing to say about digital paleography.) One 

answer is to seize the moment when content first arrives at 

our door or when we create it in a reformatting program. 

This is our best opportunity to be sure we have a preservable 

digital object. An analogy may be drawn with preservable 

physical objects. We seek to acquire physical books bound in 

signatures and printed on acid-free paper, knowing that they 

are inherently easier to conserve than cheaply bound volumes 

printed on acidic paper. We produce preservation microfilm 

on polyester-based film and process it according to preserva¬ 

tion standards in the laboratory. By the same token, we will 

wish to acquire born-digital books with texts in an accepted 

markup language and illustrations in standard image file for¬ 

mats. Such items will be inherently easier to migrate than 

electronic books with texts and illustrations in proprietary 

formats that require special software for viewing. Or—in the 

case of an eBook in a proprietary structure that provides valu¬ 

able “behavior”—the most preservable electronic instance 

will be one that is accompanied by thorough documentation 
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and tools to maximize playability as computer systems change. 

Everyone agrees that these circumstances cry out for special 

metadata: we need information about the form and structure 

of the content, about the systems that might have to be emu¬ 

lated to play it, about access restrictions, and more. We need 

technical metadata to support migration, emulation, or a judi¬ 

cious combination of the two. 

It is worth a word about “look and feel” or “object behav¬ 

ior” in these examples. Reformatting (which can be viewed 

as a type of migration) transforms the look and feel of the 

physical book: a microfilm has no pages to turn, no paper to 

touch, just frames to advance. Similarly, we can expect some 

change in the look and feel of the migrated cyber book as 

next-generation software renders the text in a different way, 

or a new, higher resolution display screen or printer renders 

the illustration at reduced size. We trust that these changes 

will be minor—I do not quite dare say “aesthetic”—and that 

the information contained by text and picture will remain in¬ 

tact. In contrast, the look and feel of the non-migratable cy¬ 

ber book—or a book for which a curator is willing to pay the 

price to maintain its look and feel—will remain unchanged as 

long as system emulation can be provided. Although experts 

differ on this, we worry that the level of effort required to ac¬ 

complish emulation will be greater than the effort needed to 

migrate, when migration is possible. As one of my colleagues 

points out, it may be easier to apply methods for searching an 

extended digital corpus at any given time if that corpus has 

been migrated into newer formats. 

Reformatting programs make cyber objects that repro¬ 

duce original physical items. At the Library of Congress, the 

general strategy for digital reformatting has been to produce 

migratable content, that is, reproductions of the originals and 

an object structure designed to permit migration. These re¬ 

productions are structured to provide a representation of the 
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original item that is as good as or better than conventional re¬ 

formatted copies. These copies must be at least as good as a 

microfilm’s representation of a book or an analog audio tape’s 

representation of a wax cylinder. In no case are these repro¬ 

ductions intended to emulate the complete look and feel or 

behavior of the original items. But there is an opportunity 

here to add value of a different sort, as in the case of render¬ 

ing the text in searchable form. 

What is a library’s role when others are the makers of the 

objects? The event of acquiring offers a useful point of con¬ 

sideration, representing as it does the transaction between a li¬ 

brary and the maker or the maker’s representative. At this 

point, there may be an opportunity—as has been the case 

with the push for the use of acid-free paper in book manu¬ 

facturing—to influence makers to produce digital content in 

more preservable form. The desire to influence makers has 

special meaning for the Library of Congress, where some ac¬ 

quisitions result from the workings of the copyright law. In 

these instances, the Library can define “best editions” (the 

form of a work desired by the Library for its collections) in 

ways that are most supportive of content preservation. The 

acquisition event is also a moment for the analysis of arriving 

digital content and the documentation of the features that are 

relevant for preservation planning. It may also be a moment 

for carrying out a cost-benefit analysis that weighs one pre¬ 

servation approach against another. 

What do these ideas mean for the institution and its or¬ 

ganization? Earlier, I alluded to an office or offices that would 

make reproductions, add intellectual value, and preserve con¬ 

tent in digital form. But if digital content preservation entails 

operating a trustworthy networked information system, mi¬ 

grating content, and emulating systems, to say nothing of 

analysis-upon-acquisition and the execution of legal agree¬ 

ments for remote resources—well, we are surely not talking 
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about an office in the singular. This calls for distributed re¬ 

sponsibilities and carries a strong need for computer science 

expertise. Come to think of it, I guess this begins to describe 

a library in a digital age. It reminds us that securing and pre¬ 

serving digital content require a collective effort that will de¬ 

pend on the contributions of many people. 
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i8. The Coming Crisis in Preserving Our 

Digital Cultural Heritage 

Clifford A. Lynch 

This paper offers a brief survey and synthesis of several de¬ 

velopments in areas as diverse as intellectual property law, the 

marketplace for cultural and intellectual goods, and the tech¬ 

nologies involved in maintaining digital information across 

long periods of time. These developments are converging to 

create a crisis in our ability to preserve our cultural heritage 

as this heritage increasingly migrates into digital formats. 

In the historical period we are just leaving behind, the 

stewardship of cultural and intellectual heritage was primarily 

concerned with the acquisition and subsequent preservation 

of physical artifacts. Copies of books, sound recordings, pho¬ 

tographs, prints, pamphlets, and other materials were made 

available in the public marketplace. (There was also, of course, 

a market in original unique objects such as paintings, but this 

involves different issues, which I do not consider in this pa¬ 

per.) Libraries and other institutions concerned with preserv¬ 

ing our heritage obtained copies through purchase, donation, 

or other means and then kept the artifacts in trust for society. 

Anything broadly available commercially or for free was avail¬ 

able to libraries as well as to individuals.This was enabled by a 



legal framework that included both copyright law and the 

doctrine of first sale. 

There were of course problems. Some artifacts offered in 

the marketplace were poorly constructed for long-term per¬ 

sistence, for instance, books printed on acid paper; the intent 

of the producers was inexpensive mass production for a con¬ 

sumer market. Some important cultural materials were not 

sold as artifacts, and libraries had trouble obtaining copies, as 

has been the case with television broadcasts or films before 

the emergence of the videocassette marketplace. Other arti¬ 

facts could be used only with technical playback systems that 

quickly became obsolete or unavailable, for instance, early 

computer games and some audio and video materials. In an 

ironic twist of fate, the only surviving record we have of 

many early films is the paper prints that were deposited for 

copyright registration in 1894 and the following decades. The 

films themselves were produced for limited distribution on 

volatile nitrate film stock that is long gone, and the studios 

that created them often did not even try to preserve them; in¬ 

deed, many early studios simply went out of business. But the 

system worked well enough—particularly for print and sound 

recordings, where a mass market existed from the beginning. 

Libraries were able to have access to the vast majority of our 

cultural and intellectual heritage and to select what they 

wished to preserve from this treasure trove, and our civiliza¬ 

tion is immeasurably richer for this. 

More and more of our society’s new cultural and intellec¬ 

tual works are being produced in digital forms. Older works 

are also being repackaged (sometimes with important en¬ 

hancements) as digital products. As this migration takes place, 

we are seeing the emergence of a new and very different 

marketplace in intellectual and cultural goods. In this new 

marketplace, content is moving to disembodied collections of 

bits that are delivered over the network, removed from any 
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specific artifactual “carrier.” Even in the still-numerous transi¬ 

tional cases where carrier media remain in use, the complexi¬ 

ty and rate of obsolescence of the playback system technology 

mean that it will become increasingly commonplace to find 

media that can no longer be played. There are relatively short 

windows of opportunity when content can be copied and re¬ 

formatted from one medium to another while old and new 

playback technologies briefly coexist in the marketplace. 

Preservation requires active management and continual vigi¬ 

lance. 

The terms of availability are changing as well. Rather than 

selling an artifact, content is made available to the public un¬ 

der constrained license terms that restrict sharing, copying, 

transfer of ownership, display, performance, and other use, 

sometimes far beyond the customary constraints imposed on 

artifacts by copyright law. In the most extreme cases, con¬ 

sumers do not obtain works at all, but rather the right to ex¬ 

perience a work for a limited time under a pay-per-view or 

similar rental framework, with no guarantee that a work en¬ 

joyed today will still be available to be enjoyed tomorrow, 

even if the reader is prepared to pay the additional fees. These 

“pay-per-view” arrangements convert a much larger class of 

works than the traditional performing arts into ephemeral, 

transient, experiential things that sometimes may only be 

shared or revisited through memory and re-description rather 

than through revisiting the work itself. 

Content that is available to the consumer may simply not 

be available to libraries under terms that allow long-term 

retention and future provision to the interested public. Al¬ 

though there has never been an obligation on the part of 

publishers and other content distributors to accommodate li¬ 

braries among their customers (and thus ensure that their ma¬ 

terials will be available to the society for the long term) as 

part of marketing their wares to the general public, in an era 
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characterized by a marketplace in artifacts, it was very hard to 

avoid doing so. 

In the new world of digital content and commerce gov¬ 

erned by license, it is very easy to target experiential con¬ 

sumer markets while explicitly excluding long-term access 

(ownership of copies) either by private collectors or by cul¬ 

tural heritage institutions such as libraries. This shift is well il¬ 

lustrated by the new characterization of music as a “service” 

that is being promoted by some parts of the recording indus¬ 

try. Rather than acquiring ownership of copies of specific 

musical works, consumers pay for a subscription that allows 

them to listen on demand to a large but perhaps ever-chang¬ 

ing corpus of music, the details of which are determined by 

the industry. This may be attractive to the consumer, but it is 

problematic for organizations concerned with the long-term 

preservation of the cultural record. 

We are still limited in what we know about either the 

costs or the best technical strategies for preserving digital 

content. In particular, we face difficult intellectual issues 

about exactly what we are trying to preserve. But we are de¬ 

veloping a broad consensus in several areas. First, we need to 

focus on the bits, and not the artifacts that may temporarily 

carry them. The bits that define the works—and not the me¬ 

dia that may house the bits at any given time—are what are 

important and what need to be preserved. In a world of 

short-lived artifacts and even shorter-lived playback systems, 

we cannot count on bits stored on and bound to artifacts to 

be reliably readable in the long term simply because we have 

placed the artifacts on shelves. Instead, the strategy is to copy 

bits from older storage technologies to newer ones on a con¬ 

tinuous basis, taking advantage of those periods when genera¬ 

tions of technologies overlap and copying can be done inex¬ 

pensively, and without incurring the risks involved in making 

assumptions about the shelf-life of the various media. Preser- 
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vation of digital materials is a continuous, active process (re¬ 

quiring steady funding), rather than a practice of benignly ne¬ 

glecting artifacts stored in a hospitable environment, perhaps 

punctuated by interventions every few decades for repairs. 

Second, we recognize that maintaining bits in a digital 

world depends not only on storage hardware but also on soft¬ 

ware to interpret the bits and that software systems and stan¬ 

dards (image, audio, and video formats, for example) will 

evolve over time. Because of this, not only do we need to 

simply copy bits, but we also periodically need to reformat 

works from older standards to newer ones to ensure that we 

will continue to have available software that can interpret the 

bits. Whereas we know a great deal about the mechanics of 

how to manage bits across time, we have no general theory of 

how to manage the migration of formats across time as stan¬ 

dards and software evolve, though there is some basis for opti¬ 

mism about our ability to successfully navigate format migra¬ 

tions case by case assuming we are able to ensure that digital 

materials receive sustained and careful attention and steward¬ 

ship. This is the best understanding we have today about pre¬ 

serving digital information, along with a well-honed sense of 

the fragility of complex digital information such as interactive 

computer games or simulations that depend not just on ren¬ 

dering content for the human perceptual system but on the 

integral participation of computing systems in mediating the 

“performance” or execution of the digital work. 

Third and last, we have learned that preserving digital 

works is difficult, even if we can easily read all the bits when 

the work first arrives at the archive that is to manage it, and 

even if the format of the work is well documented. But we 

are facing disturbing developments that make the task of 

preservation infinitely more difficult. Some works are no 

longer available in the marketplace as open, documented files 

of bits. Rather, they are encrypted and wrapped in protective 
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active software systems that perform and enforce rights man¬ 

agement by preventing copying. New laws (discussed below) 

have made it a crime to attempt to bypass these protections 

(though there are some exemptions), but even leaving aside 

the legal issues, these protective measures vastly complicate 

the copying and reformatting that is necessary to preserve 

digital works. 

It is probably not an exaggeration to say that the most fun¬ 

damental problem facing cultural heritage institutions is the 

ability to obtain digital materials together with sufficient legal 

rights to be able to preserve these materials and make them 

available to the public over the long term. Without explicit 

and affirmative permissions from the rights-holders, this is 

likely to be impossible. Such permission is no longer part of 

the standard commercial framework as we have moved toward 

licensing and pay-per-view agreements and away from a mar¬ 

ketplace dominated by long-lived artifacts. Indeed, recent legal 

developments—in particular, some of the provisions of the 

Digital Millennium Copyright Act, such as those dealing with 

anticircumvention—have made it much more difficult for li¬ 

braries to act to preserve digital content in the absence of ex¬ 

plicit permissions from rights-holders. Legislation such as the 

Uniform Computer Information Transaction Act (UCITA) 

has helped to legitimize pay-per-view and licensing frame¬ 

works. The Sonny Bono Copyright Extension Act, by stretch¬ 

ing out the term of copyright, has also made libraries more 

dependent on obtaining explicit permissions to ensure that 

digital materials are preserved for the long term. Because of 

the new, extraordinarily long terms of copyright, it is even 

more improbable that artifacts bearing digital content, or the 

digital content itself, will remain readable throughout the du¬ 

ration of copyright without active stewardship. 

In this new world, then, content may not be preserved by 

traditional cultural memory institutions, except perhaps by 

194 The Coming Crisis 



the Library of Congress, by virtue of its special, peculiar sta¬ 

tus, under American copyright deposit (and the issues here are 

not entirely clear at present), or by other national libraries un¬ 

der their own national copyright deposit arrangements, unless 

the rights-holders take steps to make sure that this happens. 

This prospect places a heavy burden on these national li¬ 

braries and is particularly dangerous because of the high de¬ 

gree of reliance on a handful of unique institutions that are 

subject to the vagaries of politically based funding and policy 

direction. The preservation of large portions of our cultural 

heritage may depend critically on ample and consistent annu¬ 

al funding to a single institution. A few years of budget auster¬ 

ity could cause large portions of this record to vanish. Previ¬ 

ously, for print collections, a wide range of public and private 

funding sources underwrote the preservation of the record, 

and the nature of preserving print was such that it could sur¬ 

vive considerable periods of lean budgets. An equally diverse 

group of institutions both public and private (as well as indi¬ 

vidual collectors) actually collected and preserved the materi¬ 

als, and these materials are widely distributed. 

We have several sets of issues to consider as we look be¬ 

yond the possible special role of the national libraries, which 

can invoke copyright deposit regulations as a means of ob¬ 

taining control of copies of materials for preservation. (Note 

that there is a broader, and much more complex and contro¬ 

versial issue involved here, which is largely beyond the scope 

of this paper: who gets access to the materials and under what 

terms? The problem is one of finding a balance that does not 

destroy the marketplace in cultural and intellectual goods, 

but that still provides some measure of access to the public 

through cultural memory organizations. Negotiating this bal¬ 

ance will be an extraordinary challenge. I am focusing here 

more narrowly on preservation.) If the broader community of 

libraries, archives, museums, universities, and other cultural 
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heritage institutions is to exercise stewardship over our intel¬ 

lectual record in the digital age, as matters stand today these 

institutions will need to obtain permissions to perform these 

functions. How and why might they obtain such permissions? 

For publishers in the consumer marketplace, the con¬ 

cerns are with revenue maximization and asset management 

through managed availability. At best, questions of long-term 

preservation of their wares as cultural heritage are irrelevant 

(think about broadcasts of the nightly news, or about newspa¬ 

pers migrating to the digital medium). At worst, it runs ac¬ 

tively counter to their economic interests (here, think about 

entertainment products like music).To be clear, there is grow¬ 

ing recognition that archives of various materials do have 

economic value, and many content producers are offering 

products that involve archives (such as the newspaper indus¬ 

try); but this is changing content into new products, not pre¬ 

serving it for the longer term when it is no longer viable as a 

product. It is not at all clear why these content-owners—par¬ 

ticularly the smaller or newer organizations that have not yet 

become cultural institutions in their own right—will even 

bother to spend the time and money to engage the issues of 

putting permissions in place to ensure preservation, much less 

actually grant the needed permissions. 

There is another large class of content that can best be 

termed “ephemera”—network-based analogs of pamphlets, 

broadsides, menus, transportation schedules, and the like. His¬ 

torically, if libraries could obtain a copy of such items, they 

could preserve them using the framework of copyright, but 

for current materials, legal agreements and permissions are 

needed. Yet the authors of these works are often not major 

economic players, or they produce content as a byproduct of 

other economic activities; they do not have the funding or 

the interest to enter into such legal agreements. Indeed, it is 

often impossible even to identify the authors of such works or 
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to engage them in a discussion about such agreements. One 

can see this problem vividly in the efforts of the Internet 

Archive, which simply collects publicly accessible Web pages 

on a continuing basis and archives them under what are at 

best uncertain legal auspices. The notion of the Internet 

Archive actually negotiating with the author of each Web site 

and obtaining permission to make, store, and maintain a copy 

of the site is literally unthinkable. 

In the old world of physical artifacts, simply by publishing 

their works so that an archive or library could obtain a copy, 

authors would in effect enter into the necessary agreements 

to ensure that their works would be archived as a byproduct, 

but this is no longer the case. The category of ephemera is ac¬ 

tually very broad—consider advertising, for example—and 

grows ever broader as more people employ the Web as a dem¬ 

ocratic, low-barrier-to-entry means of sharing their ideas. Ac¬ 

cess to the digital printing press has truly become available to 

almost everyone, but without the historic properties that ac¬ 

companied the physical output of the older printing press that 

were so essential to preservation. 

It is informative to look at the case of academic and schol¬ 

arly journals that have moved to the digital world. This is a 

very different situation than we find in the consumer market¬ 

place. Here, in most cases, libraries constitute the primary 

marketplace. But even more to the point, these journals exist 

to serve their authors and readers, who are scholars operating 

within a strong culture of the importance of maintaining the 

intellectual record. Organizations such as the Coalition for 

Networked Information, the Council on Library and Infor¬ 

mation Resources, and the Association of Research Libraries 

have sponsored a number of meetings over the past few years 

to try to address issues of archiving scholarly journals of 

record as they move to digital form. One very strong message 

that has emerged from these discussions is that there is a 
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deeply held shared commitment to archiving and to the in¬ 

tegrity of the intellectual record as represented by these pub¬ 

lications. The publishers of these works, by and large, have 

made it clear that they are prepared to assign the necessary 

rights and permissions to libraries to ensure that these works 

are archived and maintained for the long term. They under¬ 

stand that they have an obligation to do so in order to keep 

faith with their authors and readers, and that if they do not do 

so, they will not be able to continue to attract authors and 

readers as their publications migrate to digital form. Even if 

they were unwilling to do this, it seems likely that libraries, as 

their primary customers, could persuade them to do so, but 

such market pressure appears to be largely unnecessary. There 

is a shared, common set of values that says that preservation is 

essential and that the appropriate permissions simply must be 

put in place to make it happen. 

Some difficult technical, economic, and organizational is¬ 

sues need to be resolved in order to put an effective and com¬ 

prehensive system of archiving for scholarly journals of record 

in place. And yet, these developments—and, most particularly, 

this strong affirmation of common values related to the in¬ 

tegrity and preservation of the intellectual record—leave me 

optimistic that the problems will be solved. 

But contrast this to mass market cultural products. We 

have little evidence so far that creators, consumers, and pub¬ 

lishers in this world have been able to articluate a similar set 

of shared values around preservation. Many rights-holders are 

keen on the notion that they can simply withdraw a work 

from circulation at will, regardless of how many people may 

have seen it and the extent of the work’s impact on society. As 

discussed already, there is a new emphasis on content that is 

offered only on a limited-time and limited-use basis rather 

than having copies distributed for continued consideration 

and reassessment. And, of course, the impact of a work and its 
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cultural value may be perceived only in retrospect. Orwellian 

scenarios involving the purging or rewriting of what is clearly 

well-established cultural and intellectual history are actually 

embraced by some as desirable and even attractive conse¬ 

quences of the new technologies of content control and the 

new licensing frameworks. 

The issues in question are actually quite profound and nu- 

anced intellectually and it is not clear what the right answers 

are. We have traditions of creators as owners, enjoying the ex¬ 

ercise of both property and moral rights over their creations. 

But offsetting this, for example, we have a strong historical 

tradition that considers publication an essentially irrevocable 

act, that once a work is published, it cannot be withdrawn 

from the public record. As a society, we generally reject gov¬ 

ernment censorship and are at best deeply uncomfortable 

with the idea that the exercise of ownership rights can reverse 

the act of publication rather than amend it. In this tradition, it 

may be possible to prevent new copies from entering the 

hands of the public, reducing the work to a rare and special¬ 

ized, but not inaccessible part of that public record. The work 

becomes something that may be consulted, perhaps with 

some difficulty or inconvenience, without necessarily being 

available in new copies for new purchase. In effect, our cul¬ 

tural and intellectual record has been supplied by the con¬ 

sumer marketplace over time but has existed distinct and in¬ 

dependent from the present status of that marketplace at any 

particular point in time. Rather, the cultural record has repre¬ 

sented a summation of all that has ever been available in the 

marketplace. 

Today, in a radically altered legal and technical landscape, it 

appears possible to change all this—but should we, and if so, 

on what basis? Libraries and other cultural heritage organiza¬ 

tions have traditionally served as the society’s advocates for 

preservation. One can all too readily envision futile attempts 
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by these cultural heritage organizations to intervene in the 

new consumer marketplaces, where content is made available 

only on a pay-per-view basis. Libraries simply do not repre¬ 

sent a significant sector of the marketplace, and they are likely 

to be told either to accept the same terms as every other con¬ 

sumer or to refrain from licensing the product if they do not 

like the terms—or even that the distributor of the work sim¬ 

ply does not care to do business with libraries at all. If this dis¬ 

enfranchising of our cultural heritage institutions, this elimi¬ 

nation of any opportunity to preserve these materials, occurs, 

it will hurt our society in the long term. Such an issue is un¬ 

likely to be resolved by marketplace forces. 

It is all too easy to invoke a sort of narrow legal and eco¬ 

nomic determinism here, to simply say that our current laws 

and marketplaces empower the rights-holder (and even per¬ 

haps the consumer) and that this is a good thing. We may be 

tempted to make vague references to the inevitability and ne¬ 

cessity of the globalization and harmonization of intellectual 

property law or to argue the economic need to maintain par¬ 

ity with European Community copyright law and policy, all 

as a way of abdicating any real responsibility for social conse¬ 

quences. Standing in opposition to these developments, but 

too often overlooked today, is the fundamental constitutional 

construction of intellectual property in American society. 

Intellectual property rights are not just another form of 

property rights, they are a part of a pact between creators and 

society as a whole. These rights are a tool to advance the “sci¬ 

ences and useful arts,” as specified in the U.S. Constitution. 

Rights are assigned for a limited term, with the intent that af¬ 

ter that term, works will become part of a national intellectu¬ 

al patrimony, a part of the public domain. 

As I understand it, the Constitution does not speak direct¬ 

ly to a public intellectual and cultural record, though copy¬ 

right deposit legislation looks to the ongoing construction of 
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such a record. And surely such a record is vital, not only as 

precursor to the public domain but also as a necessary prereq¬ 

uisite for an informed, educated, accountable, vital, and dem¬ 

ocratic society. Our society, at least as we conceive of it today, 

needs its libraries and its intellectual and cultural record. Per¬ 

haps the framers of the Constitution saw such a record as a 

thing that would evolve and thrive naturally and hence need¬ 

ed only limited protection through provisions such as the 

freedom of the press (though certainly our ideas about how 

broad, and how public, such a record should be has expanded 

since the writing of the Constitution, and has developed in 

tandem with the evolution of democratic cultural heritage in¬ 

stitutions such as public museums and libraries). Perhaps the 

framers could not foresee the constellation of economic, 

technical, and legal forces that today is assembling to threaten 

the existence and integrity of such a record, and thus felt no 

need to build in explicit protection against these forces. This 

is an area where constitutional, legal, political, historical, and 

cultural scholars are shaping the discussion that we need to 

have. 

Interestingly, the risks we suffer are not those of direct 

government control over the intellectual record. The vision 

that George Orwell portrayed in 1984 (to cite one canonical 

example from a rich genre) was of a totalitarian government 

that had obtained comprehensive control over this record and 

that continually rewrote it in order to maintain power and to 

further its own ends. What is threatening us today is not an 

abuse of centralized power, but rather a low-key, haphazard 

deterioration of the intellectual and cultural record that is 

driven primarily by economic motivations and the largely 

unintended and unforeseen consequences of new intellectual 

property laws that were enacted at the behest of powerful 

commercial interests and in the context of new and rapidly 

evolving technologies. 
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It is time for a blunt, fundamental discussion about the 

importance of preserving our social, cultural, and intellectual 

heritage as a key public policy goal; about the need to main¬ 

tain this as a record that is held in trust for all citizens and that 

can be consulted by all citizens. We need to explore if and 

how to formalize new principles: for example, once a work 

has influenced the thinking of millions of people, it must, at 

some level, become part of the heritage of society as a whole, 

and we as citizens must have some rights and capabilities to 

revisit it. In other words, there is a point at which works that 

reach the public must become in some sense part of a public 

record. We need to be clear about how the social and intellec¬ 

tual record differs from the marketplace in intellectual prop¬ 

erties and the extent to which this record is permitted to en¬ 

croach upon the unfettered operation of the marketplace. And 

perhaps, in order to encourage the development and mainte¬ 

nance of this record, we need to make it easy for ephemera to 

enter this record and subsequently to be preserved without 

special actions on the part of creators. We need to consider 

whether restrictions on use or easy incorporation into the 

public record, and later the public domain, should be the de¬ 

fault mode of operation in the absence of specific, affirmative 

actions by creators or their agents. 

But we also need to be absolutely clear that the social and 

intellectual record at issue here is not necessarily something 

that is available instantly, without charge, and without limita¬ 

tion from any computer connected to the Internet; it is 

something that is held in trust, collectively, by our cultural 

memory institutions. We must still address the exquisitely 

complex and delicate problem of how we can provide at least 

some level of access to this record (and what levels of access 

to what part of the record) without damaging the market¬ 

place that creates so much of its vibrancy and richness. 

A particular group of questions to which we must be sen- 
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sitive concern the rights of authors and other creators, as dis¬ 

tinct from the rights of publishers and other large corporate 

entities that often present themselves as speaking on behalf of 

creators. My focus here is not primarily economic; on an eco¬ 

nomic basis there is often considerable alignment between 

authors and publishers, and the central issue I am concerned 

with here is what can be preserved, not the ability of authors 

to derive income from a marketplace in their works. The 

most recent revisions of American copyright law have begun 

to introduce European notions of “moral” rights of creators 

into the discussion, in part because of international harmo¬ 

nization. At least in theory, the new legal and technical capa¬ 

bilities give creators (or their assignees) an unprecedented 

ability to withdraw their works from circulation or otherwise 

control how they are seen after publication—or perhaps more 

appropriately, after they are granted broad availability, because 

the idea of publication per se seems to be ever more elusive. 

The fear is that moral rights will not be invoked by creators 

to protect the integrity of their works, but that they will be¬ 

come the tool of other interests in manipulating availability 

for other ends. 

There are many kinds of creators with many purposes. A 

poet no longer comfortable with his or her youthful pub¬ 

lished works and who would just as soon see them forgotten 

is very different from someone now nominated for high 

office who is haunted by an embarrassing speech from a few 

years past that he or she would like to expunge from the 

record before the news media can obtain copies. Both of 

these cases are in turn very different from investigations of at¬ 

tempts to manipulate the price of stocks over time through 

the message-board discourse that has developed among in¬ 

vestors in the digital world. Although all of these might be 

grouped together under a legalistic analysis, I think that the 

public would have very different degrees of sympathy for the 
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rights of the creator to withdraw his or her works from public 

scrutiny from one scenario to another. The correct answers 

here are anything but clear because of this enormous varia¬ 

tion, but the questions need to be part of our conversation 

about the future of the intellectual record, particularly in con¬ 

junction with the possible emergence of technologies that 

can “undo” publication or other broad distribution. 

The recent Tasini v. New York Times et al. litigation is an ex¬ 

cellent illustration of some of the issues and dilemmas that we 

must face in addressing the maintenance of an effective intel¬ 

lectual and cultural record in digital form as a public policy 

goal, and of balancing this goal with the rights of creators. 

The Tasini case also illustrates the problems of sheer scale, of 

practicality, and of overhead and transaction costs that may 

arise in trying to honor creators’ rights as we try to migrate 

much of our existing cultural record to digital form in a con¬ 

text of extremely lengthy terms of copyright protection. It is 

somewhat different from the other situations I have discussed 

but has important resonances. 

In Tasini we have a situation where the courts found that a 

number of authors have suffered an injustice. Their rights to 

control and benefit from the use of their works have not been 

respected. But redressing these abuses could have a high social 

cost: the potential corruption of key parts of our intellectual 

record. These authors contributed materials to major newspa¬ 

pers and magazines of record that were read by millions, and 

their works were reproduced in digital representations of 

these publications of record, thus providing an accurate digital 

representation of record that reflected the earlier printed 

works. The authors argued—and the courts agreed—that be¬ 

cause the publishers did not have the rights to supply their 

works for inclusion in these digital compendia, their works 

should now be removed unless the publishers come to terms 

with the authors and obtain their permissions. Pragmatically, 
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it presents a real problem for the publishers: there are many 

authors involved and many works involved, and simply con¬ 

tacting all of them and concluding the necessary negotiations 

is a huge—perhaps impossible—task. Many database providers 

have removed substantial numbers of articles from their data¬ 

bases as a result of the decision. The only good news here is 

that although the integrity of the digital record has been 

damaged, we still have print and microform copies of the 

original newspapers to refer to (however inconvenient this 

may be). 

We must find ways to avoid such debacles in future, par¬ 

ticularly when we may no longer have the earlier print record 

as a recourse. 

The public policy discussion needs to focus on questions 

about what sort of intellectual and cultural record we need to 

maintain, and why, and what authorizations are necessary to 

assemble and maintain this record and to protect its integrity. 

Legal issues—including perhaps the need for new legislation, 

or for changes to existing legislation—should follow from 

these broader public policy goals. We should not allow the ex¬ 

isting legal frameworks and marketplace practices to overly 

constrain our thinking about what goals are possible or desir¬ 

able. We must not let the public debate be dominated by 

technical legal issues about the interpretation of currently ex¬ 

isting legislation. The digital age will be very different, and 

some key laws on the books today have been enacted very 

early in the transition to this digital age. Our understanding, 

insight, and wisdom about the nature of a digital world are 

naturally and necessarily limited. Some of those laws—for ex¬ 

ample, the Digital Millennium Copyright Act—are already 

producing what many believe are undesirable and unintended 

consequences as we begin to see their first applications in ac¬ 

tual cases. 

One thing is clear. Without such a public policy debate 
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and the changes that may occur as a result of it, by simply let¬ 

ting existing legal and marketplace forces continue to operate 

along their current trajectory, we may face a crisis in our abil¬ 

ity to capture and preserve our cultural and intellectual record 

in the emerging digital age. Future scholars may look back 

at the early years of the twenty-first century as a dark age, 

where we find we have irrevocably lost much of our cultural 

memory because libraries and other cultural heritage organi¬ 

zations could no longer function effectively, and indeed even 

individual collectors of intellectual and cultural works, who 

have often historically served as a safety net for libraries, had 

lost much of their ability to build and keep collections. And 

these future scholars may also recognize a society in the early 

twenty-first century as deeply troubled by a loss of accounta¬ 

bility and of intellectual and artistic continuity and haunted 

by recurrent bouts of amnesia about the basis and nature of its 

own activities and actions. A systemic failure of our cultural 

heritage institutions is likely to exact a real price on the soci¬ 

ety overall, not just on our commitment to the importance of 

scholarly inquiry. 
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i9- Electronic Information and 

Digitization • Preservation and 

Security Challenges 

Maxwell L. Anderson 

Museum and library professionals have always assumed 

that preservation of the evidence of the past is their primary 

responsibility, but that long-held assumption is now being 

tested by the advent of digital media. This paper will consider 

obstacles and solutions ahead for administrators who seek to 

preserve intellectual property in digital form, with an empha¬ 

sis on museums and libraries. The three main obstacles such 

administrators confront are: our instinctive devotion to pre¬ 

serving all artworks and intellectual property at any cost, the 

instability of a digital platform, and the fluid and seemingly 

infinite permutations of any digital experience. 

Institutional fetishism is our first dilemma. Art has been at 

the core of human prehistory and history. But a heretical 

question is posed in the contemporary world: would we be 

better off now if it had been possible for the entire record of 

past creativity to have been preserved? The question is more 

urgent given today’s creative explosion through the chip and 

the network, in an age in which every banal whispered senti¬ 

ment or retinally scanned visual bitstream stands ready to be 
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uploaded to a personal Web page, to float in an unfathomably 

vast ether of data. The curator’s spirit of advocacy is the first 

problem we face, and the Solomonic decisions that await us 

are more complicated than ever because of the sheer volume 

of creativity to be charted in a digital world. Complicating 

the situation even further, this digital transformation is hap¬ 

pening at a time when the relativistic fashions of the academy 

have made art historians and critics resistant to defining hier¬ 

archies of quality. Yet, taste and critical judgment to decide 

what will survive have never been more in demand. 

Digital artists today work in a way that defies the conser¬ 

vator’s impulse to protect. Possible permutations of the digital 

experience are so numerous that it is not feasible for any indi¬ 

vidual or group to determine which are the best suited to our 

attentions. Conservators need curators to define which are 

the works most deserving of perpetuation. The impulse of the 

day from the keyboard of the artist is not to be explicit about 

what is the preferred context of experiencing digital art; 

artists invoke instead a “do-it-yourself” spirit that reduces the 

authority of the artist and engages the participation of the 

broad public. Tike many academics, the artists themselves es¬ 

chew the role of arbiter of how their art is to be experienced. 

Neither do they look to curators to decide this question. Al¬ 

though the conservation of a screen capture is a complicated 

enterprise unto itself, the screen capture is hardly a com¬ 

pelling version of a work of Internet art, and it is often the 

interactivity of a Web site that gives the work meaning, rather 

than a series of static pages. 

The core problem in this preservation dilemma remains 

the simple one of volume. Of all that is available, who is to 

decide what is worth preserving? Artists who use digital video 

and the Internet as their media are increasingly a self-reliant 

lot, for whom the museum is a curmudgeonly, old-guard in¬ 

stitution insisting on antiquated methods of display. The pres- 
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entation of streaming video is not like the display of a paint¬ 

ing. Here there is notionally no reason to make room for oth¬ 

er works, because whereas a painting occupies space on a 

wall, in an altogether different way, streaming video occupies 

only a little memory on a server. Museums nevertheless 

would appear to be falling back on their familiar ways in fil¬ 

tering what experiences their on-site and online visitors are 

to have, instead of recognizing that the old models of eleven- 

week exhibitions in finite spaces do not have much to do 

with these new ways of making art. 

Furthermore, the whole reason to choose among thou¬ 

sands of paintings for purchase and display in museums is to 

set a standard for appreciation, implicitly excluding those pic¬ 

tures that are felt to be second-tier. The museum must use 

limited financial resources for purchasing a finite number of 

works that will occupy limited gallery and storage space, be 

described in the limited space of analog publications, and at¬ 

tract a finite number of visitors. In the digital realm, however, 

there is no necessary limit on the number of works to be fea¬ 

tured, displayed, published, or seen. The choices are limited 

instead only by the appetite and tastes of the consumer. 

The extent to which the curator’s palate is discerning is a 

huge problem. Without any practical reason to limit oneself to 

a finite number of works worth advocating, art historians in 

this new generation are in a double bind. Their Lacanian 

training has led them to resist categorization of works of art 

according to a presumed hierarchy of quality, which is also 

felt to be the domain of nineteenth-century colonial oppres¬ 

sors. Add to that the realization that there is no need to use 

quality as a shield from squandering limited resources, be¬ 

cause the resources are notionally almost infinite, and conser¬ 

vators will be faced with the insurmountable challenge of 

possibly having to preserve every scrap of code made by every 

artist at work at a given time. 
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So what we must do, alas, is to introduce that tried-and- 

true technique for winnowing: the marketplace. Once digital 

artists find themselves trying to sell their work by licensing fi¬ 

nite versions of it, the familiar and inexorable forces of greed, 

acquisitiveness, and aesthetic judgment will again assert them¬ 

selves, and we will no longer have the same problems of scale. 

On the practical front, the second problem we face is that 

we have much to learn from art of the last century about the 

physical challenges of preserving art made with digital media. 

Beginning with artists who used collage, assemblage, found 

objects, industrial multiples, and Conceptual, Process, Perfor¬ 

mance, and Anti-Form techniques, the preservation of artistic 

intention may be as significant as—or even more significant 

than—the preservation of particular manifestations of that in¬ 

tention. We face a losing battle in attempting to conserve var¬ 

ious perishable ingredients of artworks that were devised to 

explore alternatives to traditional craftsmanship or even to 

sabotage it. In such cases, it is important to document the in¬ 

tention of the artist through a direct exchange, with a series 

of questions answered. These include the artist’s flexibility re¬ 

garding transferring analog works to digital platforms. Artists’ 

resistance, while understandable, may consign their works to a 

parallel track of public appreciation, because the equipment 

necessary to show films and recordings will eventually de¬ 

mand the specialization available only within institutions. It 

could be that these analog works will come to resemble texts 

written in an unfamiliar alphabet; we know they exist, but 

until they are converted into an alphabet with which we are 

familiar, they will not occupy much of our mental band¬ 

width. 

The artist’s flexibility toward experiential platforms is nev¬ 

er guaranteed. Will a film from the 1970s, if transferred to 

DVD (digital videodisc), remain a work of art in the eyes of 

the artist or become a documentary equivalent lacking in its 
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fullest experiential dimensions? Will a video from the 1980s, if 

streamed through a Web site, lose its value as it loses the gran¬ 

ular quality of its original presentation? 

Much is being done to study how to preserve disk and 

tape-based memory. At present, although estimates vary, the 

contents of a CD-ROM (compact disc-read-only memory) 

are believed to be subject to corruption within ten years, and 

a 3.5-inch floppy disk can begin to deteriorate in eighteen 

months. The 1996 report of the Task Force on the Archiving 

of Digital Information proves that digital information, even in 

laboratory conditions, cannot remain stable forever.1 Discs 

and tapes are perishable and, unlike their paper-based ances¬ 

tors, do not give us much advance notice about the problem. 

Even films at least can begin to reek of vinegar to alert us that 

they are near their end. In a report dated January 1999, Jeff 

Rothenberg maintained that although we should always push 

forward with the most advanced hardware and software solu¬ 

tions, we should ensure that these new solutions do not make 

previous platforms obsolescent.2 This of course flies in the 

face of a primary corporate strategy in a market economy, 

which is to force us to buy a new version of each hand-held 

device as often as possible. 

On the third front—facing the Protean fluidity of the dig¬ 

ital realm—we can be certain that art-making itself will 

change by virtue of digital media, and not simply in response 

to changing platforms. The individual artist may find herself 

or himself tempted to work in combination with other artists 

around the world, simply because art-making will not be iso¬ 

lated from other kinds of creative exercises on an instanta¬ 

neous global network traveling through the air to receivers 

and transmitters that are hand-held, worn, or even implanted. 

Automatic gestures have been part of the history of art from 

Dada to Surrealism to Abstract Expressionism to scatter 

pieces. These represent, however, only early manifestations of 
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what could become possible with countless participants free- 

associating through voice-recognition technology. We may 

face a diminished appreciation of originality as a value inte¬ 

gral to making art and an enhanced appreciation of interac¬ 

tivity and participation. We may even come to disavow the 

“completed” artwork altogether, when a work’s continuous 

refreshing becomes the artist’s prerogative. 

The conservation challenges presented by digital flexibili¬ 

ty begin with the ease of change made possible by computer 

codes. When an artist paints a painting, she or he makes 

choices based on a strategy tied to materials. The size of a 

canvas, the method of building up a surface, the length of 

time during which paint is in a liquid state are but a few of 

the factors that are essentially inflexible. Once a path is cho¬ 

sen, the painter has fewer options than one might at first 

imagine. By contrast, the artist working with digital media 

can change his or her work at a whim and need never consid¬ 

er the work finished, as in the case of a Web page or a digital 

file. Some artists see their Web sites as iterative, ongoing works 

of art with no beginning and no end. And it will be up to 

those seeking to preserve the experiences as the artist pro¬ 

vides them with a reasonable simulacrum of such a work as 

new platforms emerge. 

For two decades, we have laughed off the profession of 

television repairman as a pre-information age relic, since all 

electronics are now disposable, with limited shelf lives, cheap¬ 

er to replace than to repair. Suddenly we awaken from a mar¬ 

ket-induced slumber, as those fascinating junkyards of my 

youth, filled with the possibilities of new life breathed into 

dormant mechanical devices, may soon be treasure houses for 

museums, filled with priceless lost parts. 

The disposable society we have created has changed over 

the last handful of years. Ersatz antiques distressed courtesy of 

Ralph Lauren were requisite in the 1980s. Today our disdain 
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for the authentic but recent antique is suddenly being over¬ 

turned, as retro fashions bring back 1950s kitchen furniture 

only recently deemed embarrassingly passe. Just like the earli¬ 

est Sony Portapak cameras, the microprocessors that were 

home to the first Mosaic browser are now priceless vintage 

devices, and the earliest IBM personal computers stand to be 

reawakened after a RAM-envy induced slumber—that is, in¬ 

duced by the illusion of constantly growing capacities for 

storage in random-access memory, or RAM—of two decades. 

Even with an ambitious effort to reanimate forgotten 

recording and projection equipment, we will have to make 

peace with the likelihood that the original character of a 

digital experience will never be recaptured in its entirety. 

Through meticulous conventional documentation by inter¬ 

viewing artists, we will have to accommodate ourselves to the 

emulation of experiential conditions instead of their replica¬ 

tion. The tolerance of relative degrees of accuracy on the part 

of artists and experts will be tested as we make our way into 

the uncertain waters that lie ahead. 
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PEOPLE, BUILDINGS, AND 

COLLECTIONS 

Innovations in Security and Preservation 





20. Making the Library of Congress 

Secure • Innovation and Collaboration 

Kenneth E. Lopez 

“How much security is too much or too little?” is a tough 

question, especially for managers who are charged with pre¬ 

serving and protecting their institution’s collections. Funding 

constraints alone might make the question seem irrelevant, 

because most of us perceive that we never get enough fund¬ 

ing. I believe, however, that the answer lies in assessing that 

delicate balance between access and security. As we all know, 

there is a natural tension between the access required by staff 

and patrons and the security controls installed to prevent theft 

and mutilation of the collections. 

My brief reply to the question of how much security is 

too much focuses on the issue of authorized staff and user ac¬ 

cess. If security controls in place or contemplated essentially 

deny access, then a library or museum becomes nothing more 

than a secure storage vault. Yes, the collections would be se¬ 

cure, but denying access to authorized users also robs the in¬ 

stitution of its essential mission. 

Indicators of too little security for the collections are sys¬ 

tematic losses and mutilation of collection materials, high¬ 

lighting the need for increased controls. Many of us have 

faced challenges in this area, which all too often find their 
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way into the press. So, again, institutions must continue this 

delicate balancing act, enabling authorized access while mini¬ 

mizing the risk of exposure created by vulnerabilities to the 

threat of theft and mutilation. A tall order and tough chal¬ 

lenge for all of us in this business. 

One helpful approach is to focus on “innovation” in col¬ 

lections security planning, innovation in terms of approaches 

to building a workable and effective security program for cul¬ 

tural institutions. I am not referring to “technical” innova¬ 

tions, as in closed-circuit television, intrusion-detection sys¬ 

tems, electronic access controls, or key tracking capabilities. I 

would like instead to highlight innovations pursued at the Li¬ 

brary of Congress in terms of building a common framework 

for assessing risk and the collaborative approach we have de¬ 

veloped in sustaining our security programs. The following 

background items place these innovations in perspective. 

Before 1997, the approach taken by the Library of Con¬ 

gress to security was fragmented and lacked an overall strate¬ 

gy. In 1997, the disparate functions were consolidated under 

the central control of a single entity, the Office of Security. 

One of the first tasks of the Office of Security was to articu¬ 

late the Library’s vision for security. This vision or strategy has 

been captured in the October 1997 Library of Congress Se¬ 

curity Plan. The Security Plan defined the threat to the col¬ 

lections and focused on creating a planning framework of 

physical security controls to protect the Library’s collections. 

It also established parameters for the Library to protect its fa¬ 

cilities, staff, visitors, and other assets. 

The Security Plan describes the tiers of risk categoriz¬ 

ing our collections, their cycles, and the minimum standards 

adopted for physical security controls. The plan establishes an 

innovative framework for the Library to assess risk, identify its 

unmet requirements, and build budget requests to address 

these critical needs (see chapter 4). 
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Outside auditors conducting risk assessments in select cus¬ 

todial and processing divisions adopted the plan’s framework 

of risk in assessing vulnerabilities and control weaknesses. 

These risk assessments outline a critical path of actions that 

each division must address to minimize its vulnerabilities to 

theft and mutilation. 

Perhaps most important, the plan’s framework has enabled 

the Library to integrate its security needs in comprehensive 

budget packages cutting across our separate curatorial and pro¬ 

cessing divisions. For the first time, the Library can summarize 

for its funder—the Congress—the status of needs across the 

Library and can project timelines for addressing these require¬ 

ments. Institutions rarely gain all funding requested for securi¬ 

ty. We now, however, can depict what controls are needed to 

protect the collections across a commonly shared framework 

of risk. 

No single office could have accomplished all these tasks in 

a vacuum. The Library of Congress adopted a wholly inte¬ 

grated, collaborative effort to capture the insights and needs 

of our principal operating units. The Office of Security col¬ 

laborated with the Collections Security Oversight Commit¬ 

tee (CSOC) to develop its plan and an implementation strate¬ 

gy that remains in place today. The CSOC, its four standing 

subcommittees, and ad hoc working groups have a continu¬ 

um of initiatives that over time will create a more secure en¬ 

vironment for the Library’s collections. 

Following the publication of the Security Plan in October 

1997 addressing minimum standards for physical security con¬ 

trols for the collections, the CSOC spearheaded development 

of standards for preservation, bibliographic, and inventory 

management controls within the plan’s framework of risk. To 

date, preservation controls have been integrated with the 

physical security controls described in the 1997 Security Plan 

(see chapter 7). Again, the common framework and language 
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have facilitated communication between separate disciplines. 

The task is a work in progress, but progress indeed has been 

and will continue to be made. 

The Library has also contracted with an outside auditor to 

conduct objective random sampling projects in select divi¬ 

sions, with the intent of establishing over time credible base¬ 

lines of theft and mutilation. To date, the projects have yielded 

positive results, showing no theft or mutilation in one of our 

most heavily used special collections—a clear indicator that 

our security controls are working. 

Beginning in April 2000, a special CSOC working group 

initiated a project to test the feasibility of developing mini¬ 

mum standards for controls to protect the Library’s digitized 

collections. An extensive external peer review of the group’s 

work to date is now under way. The intensity of the Library’s 

effort to develop security controls protecting the collections 

has also encompassed the Library’s need to protect its facili¬ 

ties, staff, and visitors from a wide array of threats, which 

range from terrorist attacks to individual acts of violence di¬ 

rected toward our staff. As a result of the shooting of two U.S. 

Capitol Police officers at the Capitol in July 1998, followed by 

the U.S. embassy bombings in East Africa, Congress directed 

significant physical security improvements for the Capitol 

complex, including the Library’s three main buildings. The 

Library developed a Security Enhancement Implementation 

Plan in February 1999, addressing requirements articulated in 

the 1997 Security Plan. The physical security enhancement 

plan is a multiyear program of security upgrades to strengthen 

the Library’s established minimum standards for police com¬ 

mand and control, entry and perimeter security, and related 

law enforcement enhancements to conform with the overall 

Capitol complex security objectives. 

Under the Security Enhancement Implementation Plan, 

the Library is building a new consolidated Police Communi¬ 

cations Center to integrate the Library’s intrusion detection 
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and security monitoring systems. The Library is also expand¬ 

ing entry and perimeter security to include additional screen¬ 

ing equipment and associated modification of building en¬ 

trances, exterior monitoring cameras and lighting, and garage 

and parking lot safeguards.The design phase for these projects 

is complete, and construction and installation will take place 

over the next two years. 

In conclusion, I would like to summarize insights we have 

gained at the Library of Congress over the past several years as 

we have developed our security program: 

(1) A clear strategy for an integrated approach to protect 

people, buildings, and collections must be established. 

(2) It is important that libraries and other cultural institu¬ 

tions develop a framework of risk creating a common lan¬ 

guage across their organizational units to facilitate coopera¬ 

tion across separate functional disciplines. 

(3) Collaboration among all involved entities is essential to 

building an integrated approach to security. 

(4) Cultural institutions must preserve the authorized ac¬ 

cess of staff and patrons while balancing the risks such access 

poses. 

(5) There must be a commitment to invest in physical se¬ 

curity improvements that will significantly enhance the secu¬ 

rity of our facilities, our people, and the heritage assets en¬ 

trusted to us for safeguarding. 

The Library has made much progress in securing and pre¬ 

serving its unique collections and upgrading facilities security, 

with the continuous support of Congress. The Library’s secu¬ 

rity program is a dynamic, evolving program that ensures that 

the Library can sustain this progress within an established se¬ 

curity management structure that can adapt to changing 

threats and new technology. 
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2i. What Can We Afford to Lose? 

Abby Smith 

Preservation is deemed an excellent thing by all, yet is 

funded by few. Why? What prevents institutions and individu¬ 

als from being willing to “pay their way” in this area as they 

are willing to do so in many others: cataloging, acquisitions, 

hardware, and software? 

There are a number of factors at work, some of which are 

social, some psychological, and some of which have to do 

with traditional library business practices. 

First, we must acknowledge that there are powerful social 

forces that keep preservation from competing successfully for 

our attention. We are not a culture of ancestor worshipers here 

in America. On the contrary, our culture places high value on 

things having immediate reward, no matter how small, over 

against those having delayed benefits, no matter how great. 

The national savings rate, which is now calculated to be in 

negative territory, is but one exemplar of this attitude. The sav¬ 

ings rate is below our rate of expenditures either because we 

choose to ignore warnings about the need to save for the fu¬ 

ture, or, for those more financially savvy, because the return on 

investment available on the market makes saving appear to 

be a waste of time and resources. The so-called new econ¬ 

omy is booming precisely because of technologies—informa- 
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tion technologies primarily—that maximize immediate return 

over long-term gains. 

Something parallel is occurring in the current sociology 

of libraries. These same information technologies are making 

libraries more effective at delivering services to their patrons 

anytime, anywhere. One of the unintended consequences of 

these technologies, though, is that they divert libraries’ atten¬ 

tion from preservation to access. They divert not only our at¬ 

tention, but also our funds. The reasons are not hard to see. 

We all feel an urgent sense to keep up with the fast pace of 

technological change, and to do so takes enormous sums of 

money, involving us in a never-ending search for good peo¬ 

ple, because we cannot seem to retain our best people for 

long, and obliging us to educate our funding bodies and 

trustees about the consequences of changes that we do not 

ourselves fully understand. 

Second, preservation has lost its sense of urgency for what 

might be called professional psychological reasons. With so 

much to do, why do today what you can put off until tomor¬ 

row? This psychological preference for instant gratification 

over delayed gratification is perfectly understandable. Frankly, 

delayed gratification too often feels like no gratification, for in 

the preservation game, the pay-off is indirect, accruing to oth¬ 

ers. In a way, even preservation people have to admit the in¬ 

tractability of this psychological disadvantage. It is generally 

easier to recruit bench conservators than preservation man¬ 

agers, because the rewards of handling the materials are so im¬ 

mediate. Repairing damaged items often feels better than pre¬ 

venting damage in the first place. 

But as professionals, have we really lost the sense that we 

are the beneficiaries of the actions of those who came before 

us? I do not think so. At the end of the day, the chief stum¬ 

bling block to funding preservation is that we have yet to find 

the right answer to the key question: “What is the value of 
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this stuff, and what benefit as individuals, institutions, and a 

society do we derive from keeping and sharing it?” 

We do not understand how to demonstrate the value of 

preservation in a meaningful way. People struggle constantly 

to do so and nearly always fall back on anecdotes, usually 

involving item-level conservation. We could, of course, put a 

dollar value on our collections, but that tends to fix the value 

of individual objects as they would be valued if they were to 

appear on the market today. Artifactual value may effectively 

be calculated this way; but what about objects that have high 

intrinsic research and information value but little artifactual 

value? In considering artifacts, take the example of the Bible 

that Abraham Lincoln held when he took the oath of office as 

president, an item found in the Library of Congress’s collec¬ 

tions and often trotted out to give potential donors and visit¬ 

ing potentates a case of the shivers. Frankly, its research value 

is close to nil. It is one of an undistinguished print run, and 

the text is well known, to say the least. If we lost that item, 

we would lose no information. But to the extent that it has 

associational value, it clearly is irreplaceable. Because of the 

charisma that attaches to it through association, that Bible 

would fetch a handsome price were it to go on the market. 

And because of its charisma, it is the beneficiary of strict se¬ 

curity protocols and responsible preservation care. 

But what about those other items in a research collection 

that have no appreciable market value but are, in their own 

way, equally irreplaceable—sheet music from the nineteenth 

century, for example? Or the early editions of Huckleberry 

Finn—not the first edition, but subsequent ones that yield so 

much information about the reading public of the time. How 

do we avoid the problem of having to replace items like that? 

The best approach for securing these institutional assets—for 

that is what they are—is to identify the factors that put these 

items at risk as objects with research value, and to mitigate 
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those risks in the most cost-effective way possible with cur¬ 

rent technologies. This is what I refer to as the risk assessment 

model. It works for collections that include items of high fi¬ 

nancial value as well as high research value. 

This approach does not ask the question “How much can 

we afford to spend on preservation?” That answer, as we all 

know, is “never enough.”With an answer like that, it is hard to 

know where to begin to invest the resources we do have, no 

matter how inadequate. Rather, I propose that we ask “How 

much can we afford to lose?”—knowing full well that preser¬ 

vation is about reasonable trade-offs, that technology will 

offer us solutions in the future that we do not even dream of 

now, and that planning for failure is the best way to mitigate 

its effects. 

Library preservation differs from museum preservation in 

that libraries are always looking to the item’s use and fitness 

for purpose. The risk assessment model I propose here is fo¬ 

cused entirely on fitness for purpose: how is that object going 

to be used? Let us take an ordinary library object—a book. 

What threatens a book, makes it useless? It could be mis¬ 

placed, inadvertently misshelved. It could be incorrectly cata¬ 

loged and hence unretrievable, or it could be languishing un¬ 

cataloged in a backlog somewhere on a book truck or cata¬ 

loged desk. It could be embrittled and crumble when you 

turn pages. Or it could be physically damaged through van¬ 

dalism—the illustrations razored out—or just plain stolen. In 

the language of risk assessment, these risks pertain to: 

(1) inventory control: where is it? 

(2) bibliographical control: what is it? 

(3) preservation control: is the information intact and the 

item usable? and 

(4) security control: is the item unduly at risk of theft or 

mutilation? 
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What is useful about this approach, in my view, is that it 

describes the day-to-day business of libraries, only in a lan¬ 

guage that is more accessible to financial officers, presidents, 

and CEOs than the terms we use among ourselves. Libraries 

having significant collections are increasingly directed by or 

responsible to men and women who are not trained librarians. 

As vitally interested in the health and well-being of their insti¬ 

tutions as they are, they do not share the same assumptions, 

skills, and expertise as catalogers, preservation specialists, and 

curators. As individuals having fiduciary and financial respon¬ 

sibilities for the institutions they oversee and their assets, they 

make or are responsible for difficult choices in a time of in¬ 

creasing demands on essentially flat budgets. One of the ad¬ 

vantages of a risk assessment model for library collections is 

that it defines those collections as primary institutional assets, 

an inventory built up over decades and centuries that is criti¬ 

cal to the ability of a library to fulfill its mission: to serve its 

patrons the information and cultural resources they need. It 

defines the collections not as sunk costs, but as primary invest¬ 

ments that need additional funds to keep them productive. 

In partnership with KPMG Peat Marwick, the Library of 

Congress developed and has implemented a risk assessment 

model for the management of its collections, known in the 

federal accounting trade as “heritage assets”—a bewitching 

term—a term that I understand means that the value of this 

asset can never be used up. The risk assessment, conducted 

every year during the institutional audit, works from estab¬ 

lished benchmarks and provides a rational basis for developing 

long-range plans and the budgets to implement them. In oth¬ 

er words, it is based on evidence—objectively and systemati¬ 

cally gathered data about the state of the holdings and their 

vulnerability to various risks. It provides a flexible and com¬ 

mon framework for determining the needs of collection 

items as various as baseball cards, videotapes, incunabla, and 
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microforms. The value of each type of item in the collections 

is defined by its purpose, and the well-being of that item by 

its fitness for purpose, which makes this approach dynamic 

and focused on the use or potential use of that item. 

This model is described in great detail in a report pub¬ 

lished by the Council on Library and Information Resources 

in cooperation with the Library of Congress, Managing Cul¬ 

tural Assets from a Business Perspective.1 The report begins from 

the premise that, because these are the primary assets of the 

institution, the question is not “How much can we afford to 

pour into these collections?” but rather, “How much risk do 

we take if we fail to invest in our asset base?” It guides man¬ 

agers in identifying specific risks in their libraries and decid¬ 

ing what level of risk is acceptable versus unacceptable. It pro¬ 

vides a step-by-step description of a process of risk evaluation 

that involves everyone in the institution who is responsible 

for the collections. This means not only those who work di¬ 

rectly with collections, but also those responsible for security, 

buildings and grounds, and, most important, the information 

technology infrastructure. After all, inventory and biblio¬ 

graphical controls are absolutely essential to all aspects of se¬ 

curity, preservation, and service. So, whoever maintains the 

Online Public Access Catalog (OPAC), the integrated library 

system, and keeps it up and running, is as critical to the good 

stewardship of library collections as a cataloger or a rare book 

conservator. 

This model works just as well with digital assets as with 

rare books or the treasures in the nitrate film vaults in Ohio. 

With respect to digital assets, it seems clear to many thought¬ 

ful people that the growing availability of information online 

raises the essential question, “Do we really need all this stuff 

in the first place?” Are we not best off putting our scarce 

preservation resources into items that will be selected for an 

exhibition or digitized for Web distribution—something, in 
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other words, with a probable—a calculable—demand for ac¬ 

cess? As library materials become increasingly available on the 

Web, do we really need to keep a lot of the nondigital re¬ 

sources that we have now? 

The answer, of course, is that many if not most of the 

items research libraries acquire have been collected for their 

research value. Because of the numerous constraints on doing 

research on the Web, many of these materials will never be 

digitized—not just because they are intrinsically low-use, but 

because they are valuable chiefly in the original or may, ow¬ 

ing to copyright issues, be used only that way. 

But what is research value? This is a question given too 

little examination, in my view. It seems to be a lot like 

pornography—we cannot define it per se, but we all know it 

when we see it. 

But of course, the problem is that we often do not know 

it when we see it. That is certainly the basis for Nicholson 

Baker’s criticism of libraries’ treatment of original newspa¬ 

pers. How many decisions have we made in the past—not 

only about deaccessioning and pulping, but even about re¬ 

binding—that we now regret, even if we try to avoid talking 

about it in public? How do we measure research value—what 

are its attributes? Do rarity, association, beauty—all the things 

that we recognize in the value of the artifact—have any 

meaning here? If so, how do we recognize these qualities? 

Can we develop objective criteria that allow us to discrimi¬ 

nate between objects that must be selected and retained in a 

collection and those that need not be, or at least need not be 

retained in the original in all cases? 

If we are to argue for the resources we need in order to 

keep collections fit and accessible, we must recognize that this 

is not a question that librarians and archivists can answer 

alone. It is all members of the research community, however 

you define that, who need to articulate the new role that col- 
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lections are playing in the production of knowledge. The 

Council on Library and Information Resources (CLIR) has 

been working for a year now with the Task Force on the Arti¬ 

fact in Library Collections, composed of scholars, librarians, 

and academic officers, to investigate the meaning and role of 

the artifact in research collections in the context of current 

information and preservation technologies. Collections can be 

viewed as assets, not liabilities, only if they are vital for the in¬ 

stitutional mission (which of course includes holding such 

objects of intrinsic cultural value as Lincoln’s Inaugural Bible). 

Risk assessment is premised on the notion that one must keep 

these collections ready for anticipated use in order to be pro¬ 

ductive. 

What does productivity mean in this environment? The 

productivity of that Bible is not in dispute: it is valuable for 

display and for fund-raising. But can we measure the relation¬ 

ship between, say, scholarly output and use of collections? This 

area is quite problematic, though important, and we must fol¬ 

low closely the changing research habits and strategies of our 

primary patrons. 

In the meantime, we can draw some conclusions from our 

years of experience as custodians of heritage assets. Let us take 

a closer look at those fourth, fifth, tenth editions of Huckleberry 

Finn. An item that has research value is usually part of a larger 

whole that provides context for its interpretation. Even rare 

items are often made more valuable by existing within a col¬ 

lection of like and comparable things: an incunable is made 

more valuable by being part of a number of similar imprints 

that, through study and comparison, give the first additional 

value. Neither does Huckleberry Finn exist in the vacuum of an 

exhibition case. First published in 1885 and issued in hundreds 

of editions since, it illustrates the point that the research value 

of any given item or series of items is dynamic and largely un¬ 

predictable. It also demonstrates that the research value and 
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the preservation strategy to serve that value can be dramatical¬ 

ly affected by new technologies. There were probably few li¬ 

braries that attempted to collect and preserve all or even most 

editions of this book, in large part because the text was well- 

known and easy to acquire. Few people thought that the his¬ 

tory of the publication and dissemination of the text over time 

was an important topic for research. Until recently, that is. 

A group of enterprising individuals at the University of 

Virginia with an interest in Twain’s text, the history of the 

publication and reception of the text, the changing ways that 

various characters were represented in illustration—-Jim, for 

example—and any number of other topics that devolve from 

this book gathered a variety of editions and made them avail¬ 

able on their Web site. They have used this digital technology 

to create a virtual collection of the editions of this book that, 

with the right mark-up, allow new avenues of inquiry into 

the phenomenon of Huckleberry Finn. The technology not 

only allows better use, but it also renders redundant so many 

of the fragmentary collections that abound. But let us re¬ 

member that no one asked questions about reader reception 

forty years ago. Chances are, reception theory, so fashionable 

now, will not be forty years hence. 

I will close with one prognostication—not a particularly 

daring one. I believe that within twenty-five years, many if 

not most information resources will be created and distrib¬ 

uted in digital form, and that, as a consequence, there will be 

a number of libraries that have amassed large collections of 

objects—books, maps, videos—that will find these collec¬ 

tions, as information sources, inventory that is not worth sav¬ 

ing. And yet, libraries that have amassed collections that are 

valuable as cultural objects, broadly construed, and not simply 

as information resources, will find their collections just as 

valuable and useful in the future as they do now, perhaps even 

more so. Libraries will come to have a higher profile as cul- 
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tural institutions than as information depots. Therefore, our 

successors will judge us and the decisions that we make today 

on the basis of our discrimination between cultural value and 

informational value. We as stewards of library collections have 

much to learn from our colleagues in the museum communi¬ 

ty, and just as much from our colleagues in the information 

technology world, about how material objects and immaterial 

digits create and convey meaning. 
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22. National Research Libraries and 

Protection of Cultural Resources 

James F. Williams, II 

The strategic stewardship of cultural resources requires at 

a minimum that research library deans or directors assume re¬ 

sponsibility for the safety of employees and patrons, the physi¬ 

cal protection of buildings and their contents and immediate 

surroundings, the establishment and implementation of pro¬ 

tection programs concerning natural disasters, coordinated 

conservation and preservation programs, an asset protection 

policy, periodic audits of the library’s assets and protection 

systems, and training programs related to the obligations and 

responsibilities of staff in all safety and security matters. As the 

head of a research library having unique information re¬ 

sources that represent the collective memory of human activi¬ 

ty, the director or dean also has the responsibility to be a part¬ 

ner on the national level in the emerging national strategy to 

preserve and protect the nation’s cultural resources. He or she 

must also implement this national strategy locally, in the 

home institution. 

The forms of risk to a research library are myriad. The re¬ 

search library dean or director must successfully provide a 

reasonable level of stewardship and protection, while at the 
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same time offering the most reasonable level of access to the 

library organization. This balance must be founded on a care¬ 

ful consideration of risks, based on past experience, events, 

and environmental factors. It demands also the corresponding 

use of countermeasures, which should usually be expected to 

offer the desired level of protection for the institution. Failing 

to reach balance on this primary compromise could ultimate¬ 

ly create a series of secondary, negative compromises of ne¬ 

cessity (out of the dean or director’s control) that could affect 

the continuing significance of the library. Those negative 

compromises could relate to legal liability based on a failure 

to preserve and protect, a negative reputation for the library 

based on the perceived fears of patrons, and the ultimate 

compromise, that is, a sense that the library denies a freedom 

of access that had been previously enjoyed. 

Numerous forms of risk to academic libraries have been 

described in detail in a set of guidelines published by the 

Safety and Security Committee of the Buildings and Equip¬ 

ment Section of the Library Administration and Management 

Association (LAMA), a division of the American Library As¬ 

sociation.1 These guidelines cover (i) adequacy of protection, 

(2) fire and emergency protection, (3) physical barrier and 

lock and key security, (4) security duties and security staff, (5) 

personal access and parcel control, and (6) security alarms and 

electronics. 

In the early 1990s, the incidence of crime on campus was 

highlighted in the public press in a New York Times Magazine 

article that described the personal dangers that exist on many 

campuses.2 During that same period, Congress became so 

concerned about the incidence of crime on campus that it 

passed the Crime Awareness and Campus Security Act in 

1990, requiring campuses to report crime rates and types of 

offenses occurring on campus.3 For academic libraries, P. 

Bean alleges that these institutions in particular have certain 
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characteristics in common that make them particularly vul¬ 

nerable to criminal activity. The foremost of these is their ex¬ 

pectation that their assets will be taken away for use and re¬ 

turned at a later date.4 Other common characteristics are 

open access policies, extended hours of operation, limited 

full-time staffing during evenings and weekends, a location on 

campus that may be out of the way, architectural design that 

creates invisible areas within the library, and a lack of security 

training for the staff. These characteristics lead to crimes of 

opportunity, whose prevalence centers on theft of collections, 

vandalism or mutilation, theft of personal property and library 

equipment, voyeurism and exhibitionism, arson, and personal 

assaults on staff or patrons. The bottom line is that the perpe¬ 

trators of these types of crimes of opportunity probably com¬ 

mit their offenses because of a perception that the threat of 

being caught is low. 

There is another major risk, however, that is not associated 

with crime. The inscription over the door of the main library 

at the University of Colorado at Boulder reads, “Who Knows 

Only His Own Generation Remains Always a Child” (nescire 

autem quid ante quam sis accident, id est semper esse puerum B Ci¬ 

cero, Orator 120). It goes without saying that the nation’s re¬ 

search libraries continue to house and selectively preserve the 

record of human experience. They do so in general and spe¬ 

cial collections of unique primary resources and scholarly 

texts in print and many forms of other media. These collec¬ 

tions continue to be of immense value to society and to its 

understanding of the past as it relates to the present and the 

future. Many of the invaluable items in these collections have 

been subjected to the vagaries of war, fire, floods, careless ac¬ 

cidents, the wear and tear of use, and the passage of time. And 

others, either surrogates or those born digital, have already 

reached that point of extreme volatility for magnetic media 

that we know as physical deterioration. 
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Because of the highly acidic paper on which they are 

printed, most post-1850 print publications are at risk. In addi¬ 

tion, as scholarship and scholarly communication become in¬ 

creasingly reliant on digital collections, research libraries are 

now faced with the complex intellectual question about 

which information to save—not whether to save, but what to 

save. The magnitude of the preservation problems in a given 

research library is determined by the age, scope, and composi¬ 

tion of its various collections: collections that come in the 

form of monographs, journals, newspapers, maps, manuscripts, 

photographs, and digital images and collections that are repre¬ 

sented on paper, vellum, film, magnetic tape, and disks of vari¬ 

ous types. Among the variety of these media, however, paper- 

based publications still constitute the majority of our research 

collections, and thus they are at the heart of the preservation 

crises in academic libraries. An early study at the Library of 

Congress, for example, found that some seventy-seven thou¬ 

sand of its volumes become brittle each year.5 Risk assessment 

and risk management have thus become critical elements of 

an emerging national strategy to preserve and protect as the 

complex question of what collections to save is engaged both 

within and beyond the academy. 

Although it is much easier to agree on the need for 

preservation than on a national strategy to preserve and pro¬ 

tect for continued access, one key element of that emerging 

national strategy is to consider sharing the responsibility. The 

recommendation is that if a library cannot afford the full 

range of operational expenses associated with the successful 

management of special collections, it (the library) should not 

attempt to house and manage such collections.6 Any national 

strategy to preserve and protect must be based on the defin¬ 

ing issue of selection—selection based upon common ap¬ 

proaches, values, and prioritization across the research library 

and scholarly community—as well as on the choice of format 
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for preservation. And, if that strategy is based on sharing na¬ 

tional responsibility to preserve and protect those cultural re¬ 

sources most at risk, the follow-on assumption is that the 

strategy must be based on the integrity of local research col¬ 

lections. 

Integrity in the individual academy library should be de¬ 

fined in terms of subject or collection-based comprehensive¬ 

ness and strength, integrity that must therefore be determined 

through a discipline-by-discipline differentiation and analysis, 

made by scholars and library subject specialists in each field, 

of what is the total literature of each field. This determination 

should further be based on research patterns in each field and 

the uniqueness of the resources in that field. With an emphasis 

on at-risk resources, the partners who frame the national 

strategy must also take into account the enduring value of 

some resources as artifacts. 

This discipline-by-discipline selection process should not 

be compromised by the need for expediency. In addition, this 

selection process can be supplemented through secondary 

partnerships with learned societies, book collectors associa¬ 

tions, antiquarian booksellers, auction houses, book dealers, 

and nationally known new and used bookstores. Several 

printed reference sources also exist through which a capabili¬ 

ty to both establish and check the current value of resources 

at risk may be implemented. 

In the absence of such a national strategy, the members of 

the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) who have a 

preservation program currently use a variety of methods to 

preserve and protect their collections for future access and 

use. These include everything from commercial binding, to 

conservation treatment of rare materials, to digitization. These 

methods also include the storage of collections under proper¬ 

ly controlled temperature and humidity. In 1998, the record of 

institutional support for preservation in ARL institutions was 
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more than $82 million.7 As the move to contain costs in high¬ 

er education becomes a trend line, the threat to preservation 

programs in the research library community becomes a major 

challenge for scholars, librarians, and their institutions because 

of competition for resources. Thus, there is an immediate 

need to leverage existing resources through a national strategy 

that emphasizes collaboration and a reduction in duplicative 

effort while sharing the national responsibility to preserve, 

protect, and provide access. The blueprint for a national strat¬ 

egy that includes a major use of digitization for these purpos¬ 

es must address and solve the issues surrounding the challenge 

of “how to convert such collections to digital format,” in 

Clifford Lynch’s words, “in a way that facilitates reuse and en¬ 

hancement by the broad scholarly community over time— 

that weaves primary content into a web of commentary, criti¬ 

cism, scholarship, and instruction, and links it to other related 

content without regard to institutional or geographic bound¬ 

aries, while preserving the integrity of the digitized represen¬ 

tations.”8 

With major risks associated with the preservation crises at 

the national level, and other risks associated with crimes of 

opportunity at the local level in individual research libraries, it 

becomes apparent that responsibility to preserve and protect is 

a partnership that begins at the local level. A comprehensive 

program of safety and security in the local research library 

starts at the policy level and moves from there to implementa¬ 

tion. The development of such comprehensive policies and 

programs involves many offices within and beyond the insti¬ 

tution, including facilities management, human resources, dis¬ 

ability and access services, institutional security, risk manage¬ 

ment, the university attorneys, and law enforcement and oth¬ 

er safety agencies in the community. At the policy level, there 

should be full compliance and integration of the library’s 

policies with construction codes, with state laws related to li- 
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brary security, and with the regulations of the Americans with 

Disabilities Act, the Federal Emergency Management Associa¬ 

tion, the Occupational Safety and Health Act, and related 

emergency agencies. This level of compliance and integration 

should also assume institutional liaison and requisite reporting 

as related to these congressional acts and associated agencies. 

Compliance also assumes that the library will accept and re¬ 

spect the authority of the campus risk management office and 

police. This obligation includes attention to their analysis of 

risks to the library based on valuations of resources, levels and 

elements of liability coverage, past events, and current local, 

national, and international crime-watch bulletins. 

The core of the library’s safety and security policy must 

focus on adequacy of protection in all circumstances of risk. 

These policies should include (in no order of priority): 

(1) a directory (including names and contact numbers) of 

those who are responsible for operations and actions during 

situations of risk; 

(2) the rules of conduct and engagement for staff (regard¬ 

less of rank) during situations of risk, in order to provide ade¬ 

quate protection to fellow workers and patrons, and the li¬ 

brary’s assets; 

(3) specifications noting the location of the library’s most 

valued physical assets, for instance, rare books, manuscripts, 

archives, and so on, for use by law enforcement and fire and 

other safety agencies, including a security operations review 

cycle specifically related to these resources and their location; 

(4) specifications for the location of cold-site (versus hot- 

site) storage of back-ups to bibliographic and other resource- 

related files for reference by law enforcement and fire and 

other safety agencies, including a security operations review 

cycle specifically related to these resources and their location; 

(5) a current valuation of the library’s resources, highlight¬ 

ing those resources of highest value and at the greatest risk; 
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(6) an internal security plan that identifies the major 

threats and risks to staff, patrons, and the library’s assets—a 

plan that anticipates each type of risk and addresses the li¬ 

brary’s specific plans (including staff training) and counter¬ 

measures for each type of threat (this internal security plan 

may also include a basic security operations manual for stu¬ 

dent employees or other part-time staff during those hours of 

operation when immediate access to upper level management 

is not possible); 

(7) a staff training plan that includes training provided by 

professional safety personnel from within and beyond the in¬ 

stitution, which, if it involves life safety assistance of fellow 

staff or patrons, should be approved by university attorneys as 

it relates to the institution’s liability in certain circumstances; 

(8) an emergency disaster plan that anticipates all such 

emergencies and includes specific staff instructions, institu¬ 

tional and community safety agencies that normally respond 

to threats of personal safety, major theft, vandalism, fire, floods, 

tornadoes, hazardous waste spills, and so on, and contacts for 

both facilities and consultants related to conservation and 

preservation; 

(9) a comprehensive plan for special events that involve 

valuable assets owned by or on loan to the institution, which 

includes valuation of the assets involved in the event, deter¬ 

mination of whose insurance will cover the liabilities associat¬ 

ed with the event, the level of necessary security personnel 

for the event based on the valuation of assets, electronic sur¬ 

veillance methods, personal access and parcel control proce¬ 

dures, the level and nature of public relations associated with 

the event, donor-approval procedures related to all aspects of 

the event (if necessary), and pre- and post-event lock-up pro¬ 

cedures; 

(10) a statement about the institution’s pre-employment 

screening guidelines as they relate to safety and security; 
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(n) a statement about the institution’s qualifications for 

safety and security professionals, including what the staff can 

expect in terms of the physical, mental, and other characteris¬ 

tics of these professionals, once hired; 

(12) where applicable, a statement about the expectations 

of the security employees in the library, including their juris¬ 

diction and authority; 

(13) a timetable for life safety practice sessions, evacuation 

drills, emergency disaster response simulations, safety equip¬ 

ment demonstrations, and so on, that relates to all types of 

threats; and 

(14) a timeline for regularized security audits that review 

the adequacy of the following basic elements of the library’s 

security program: (a) opening procedures, (b) closing proce¬ 

dures, (c) patron screening, (d) bibliographic control, (e) spe¬ 

cial collections, (f) other limited circulation collections, (g) 

division of labor in acquisitions operations, (h) equipment and 

supplies, and (i) follow-up reporting on all occurrences relat¬ 

ed to risk. 

In its library security guidelines, LAMA specifies for secu¬ 

rity alarms and electronics that reliable alarm security systems 

require the following six characteristics: 

(1) local alarm annunciation when an area is occupied; 

(2) consistent and rapid human response; 

(3) professional selection and application of alarm sensors 

for good alarm coverage; 

(4) secured communication lines and back-up power sup- 

ply; 
(5) appropriate adjusting, testing, inspection, and mainte¬ 

nance; and 

(6) back-up annunciation at a commercial alarm monitor¬ 

ing facility. 
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The LAMA guidelines go on to describe in detail the ne¬ 

cessity for: continuous alarm protection; interrupted alarm 

protection; and audible and visual alarm annunciation. They 

specify overlapping security protection for high-security areas, 

with alarms to central stations that are monitored twenty-four 

hours a day and consistent and rapid response to security 

alarm annunciation during and after library hours of opera¬ 

tion. Magnetic contact or micro switches should be in place 

on exterior perimeter openings, and glass-break detecting 

sensors or volumetric motion detection sensors should be in 

place on perimeter exterior surfaces with glass, as well as 

combination volumetric motion detection sensors to detect 

unauthorized persons in the library when it is closed. 

For special collections, these precautions are augmented 

by the placement of magnetic contact or micro switches on 

all openings; vibrator alarm sensors on all flat surfaces to de¬ 

tect forced entry from unprotected areas; and microdot tags 

and radio frequency field labels in high-risk materials (for li¬ 

braries with exit detection systems). Closed-circuit television 

systems, alarm key-pads with a confidential code to authenti¬ 

cate persons who open and close the library, and silent duress 

or panic alarms for persons who open and close the library 

are indicated. The guidelines also recommend hard-wired or 

wireless alarm systems with control panels; back-up and se¬ 

cure annunciation systems to an outside alarm monitoring fa¬ 

cility (or municipal police or similar emergency dispatch sta¬ 

tion) that follows UL Standard 1610 for central station alarm 

units and meets UL Grade AA Communication Link require¬ 

ments; and, last but not least, provision for alternative power 

supplies or generators.10 

Additional security modifications should also include 

state-of-the-art archival storage rooms and vaults for special 

collections. To guard against crimes of opportunity, additional 

technological modifications may also include (i) enhanced 
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card key systems, (2) surveillance cameras, (3) duress alarms at 

service desks, (4) scream alarms in restrooms, (5) portable 

alarm devices for staff, (6) communications systems for full 

staff alerts, and (7) computer security systems to protect 

against abuse or malicious use. The library market has already 

seen the introduction of automated inventory control and ac¬ 

cess systems that operate on radio frequency field labels that 

are integrated with patron identification and local library sys¬ 

tems. These radio-frequency-based systems provide automatic 

circulation of materials, real-time inventory control, detailed 

use statistics at the material and patron level, immediate loca¬ 

tion of materials that are not in circulation, and the added ad¬ 

vantage of security control against unauthorized users. 

Because digitization holds the promise as one of the best 

ways to reformat and preserve resources at risk while provid¬ 

ing networked access to them, the framers of a national strate¬ 

gy to preserve and protect must face the reality that there is 

no existing standard for the archival permanence of digitized 

resources. In the absence of such national standards, best prac¬ 

tices and community-based standards are being applied across 

the country. 

These ad hoc standards are based on the work of recog¬ 

nized leaders in the field of digitization, such as the Council 

on Library and Information Resources, Cornell University, 

the Digital Library Federation, the Library of Congress, the 

Online Computer Library Center, the Research Libraries 

Group, and the University of California, Berkeley.11 Most of 

the existing community-based standards developed to date 

should be viewed as minimum recommended standards with 

accompanying guidelines for the application of those stan¬ 

dards. They typically contain sections on scanning, metadata 

creation and entry, copyright, and collection development 

policy and selection. Taken as a corpus of digital project re¬ 

sources, these community-based standards and guidelines con- 
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stitute a de facto national standard for those institutions en¬ 

trusted with the strategic stewardship of cultural resources. 

The strategic stewardship of cultural resources is a respon¬ 

sibility of immense proportions for the nation’s museums, 

archives, and research libraries. This stewardship involves the 

daily security and preservation of the vast historical and intel¬ 

lectual records of human experience—records that are the 

foundation of scholarship, teaching, and discovery. Because of 

the kind and content of the risks—both real and perceived— 

associated with these resources, the need for coordinated na¬ 

tional programs to preserve and protect them is apparent. At a 

minimum, national stewardship responsibilities place a corre¬ 

sponding local responsibility on the research library dean or 

director for the safety of employees and patrons, buildings, 

and collections. Protection programs related to natural disas¬ 

ters, coordinated conservation and preservation programs, and 

an asset protection policy are all necessary. Programs to audit 

asset and protection systems and adequate training programs 

for staff in all safety and security matters are essential elements 

of this stewardship. Local responsibility for security and 

preservation also means that the research library director must 

anticipate risks to cultural resources and thus maintain safe¬ 

guards to prevent predictable losses associated with the major 

forms of risk. 

Best practice—based on best knowledge—dictates a pri¬ 

mary compromise on the question of how much security is 

too much or too little. That compromise must provide a rea¬ 

sonable level of stewardship and protection, while offering the 

most reasonable level of access to our cultural resources. It is a 

compromise that should be formalized in policy and founded 

on an ongoing consideration of risks and the use of innova¬ 

tive and effective countermeasures, which would usually be 

expected to offer the desired level of protection for an institu¬ 

tion and its assets. 
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Conclusion 

Winston Tabb and Mark Roosa 

“To Preserve and Protect” brought together a wide range 

of participants from a variety of backgrounds. Our speakers 

engaged us in a number of topics, and all our participants had 

the opportunity to discuss areas of common concern. 

As we consider where we go from here, let us review 

some of the themes that emerged. One of our greatest anxi¬ 

eties at the Library of Congress, entering into the sympo¬ 

sium, was that the nexus between security and preservation, 

which seemed so natural to us at the Library, might seem like 

a shotgun marriage to others. But it was reassuring to see, as 

the symposium progressed, that more and more speakers re¬ 

ferred to the link between protecting and preserving as if it 

were obvious. 

From the first day of the symposium, the welcoming re¬ 

marks by Librarian James Billington reminded us of the re¬ 

sponsibility that we all share in preserving and protecting our 

heritage assets, pointing to the importance of collaboration 

and the urgent need for coordinated action both nationally 

and internationally to achieve this goal. Shirley Baker, vice 

chancellor for information technology and dean of university 

libraries at Washington University in St. Louis, reminded us 

on that day that this challenge extends to information stored 
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in new formats and will require that we rethink the notion of 

artifactual value in the preservation equation. In response to a 

request from the General Accounting Office that the Library 

of Congress place a precise monetary value on its collections, 

the Library has taken integrated steps to provide physical se¬ 

curity, preservation, bibliographic control, and inventory con¬ 

trol for its collections, as we outline in chapter 4. 

“Cultural Heritage at Risk: Today’s Stewardship Chal¬ 

lenge” explored some of the relationships that cultural institu¬ 

tions and their funders maintain and the shared and divergent 

expectations that each have. Werner Gundersheimer remind¬ 

ed us of what happens when things technological “bite back,” 

citing 100,000 feet of microfilm in the Folger’s collections 

that have become infected with the vinegar syndrome, advis¬ 

ing us to maintain a “healthy skepticism” for technological in¬ 

novation aimed at preserving our cultural assets. With regard 

to Nicholson Baker’s critique of newspaper preservation, he 

noted that—like it or not—librarians are not alone in the 

business of caring for the long-term preservation of the cul¬ 

tural patrimony. Describing the “Janus Factor,” Nancy Cline 

pointed to how security and preservation are fundamentally 

and inextricably linked to one another, as different sides of 

the same coin, and added that to create an environment 

where access and protection are in equilibrium, all parts of an 

organization must be on board. 

With an eye toward identifying actions that cultural insti¬ 

tutions might take to address preservation and security con¬ 

cerns on an institutional basis, we organized four sessions 

around the theme “Mobilizing for the Future: Strategies, Pri¬ 

orities, and Expectations for Preservation and Security.” 

“As Strong as Its Weakest Link: Developing Strategies for a 

Security Program” explored the components of institutional 

security programs and addressed minimum requirements for 

these efforts. Laurie Sowd reminded us that no matter the 
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type of institution we work in, or what our areas of responsi¬ 

bility, the essential ingredients for a successful security pro¬ 

gram are people, technical systems, and policies and proce¬ 

dures, tied together with effective training. Steven Herman 

described the Library of Congress’s integrated collections se¬ 

curity plan, which aims to identify the risk status of items as 

they are processed, stored, used, transported, and exhibited. 

Charles Lowry reviewed actions the University of Maryland 

libraries have taken to assess their security and safety policies 

and procedures in partnership with the Association of Re¬ 

search Libraries to reinforce a philosophy of shared responsi¬ 

bility among all staff. 

“The Big Picture: Preservation Strategies in Context” pro¬ 

posed models for determining preservation priorities while 

questioning current preservation views. Jan Merrill-Oldham 

posed the questions of whether digitizing is an effective re¬ 

placement for microfilming as the method of choice for pre¬ 

serving information printed on decaying paper and whether 

we can realistically preserve the digital resources that we cre¬ 

ate, however carefully crafted. Doris Hamburg described the 

architecture of the Library of Congress’s preservation security 

plan, integrated within its overall collections security plan. 

Jeffrey Field reported on the support provided by the Nation¬ 

al Endowment for the Humanities since 1979 to develop a na¬ 

tional preservation infrastructure by strengthening the capaci¬ 

ty of institutions to care for their collections, with the intent 

of preserving significant humanities collections. 

“The Silver Lining: Coping with Theft,Vandalism, Deteri¬ 

oration, and Bad Press” examined the way bad experiences 

can sometimes lead to good things, including the improve¬ 

ment of preservation and security measures. Jean Ashton de¬ 

scribed the theft of $1.3 million worth of codices, early print¬ 

ed books, presidential letters, medieval documents, business 

papers, and maps from Columbia University in 1994 and how 
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this affected the staff and served as a siren call for action. 

Lynne Chaffinch described investigations she has been in¬ 

volved in as manager of the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 

Art Theft Program, with resulting legal action taken to cap¬ 

ture and prosecute thieves of cultural property. She discussed 

the dramatic theft by two men disguised as police officers 

who broke into the Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum in 

Boston, Massachusetts, on Saint Patrick’s Day 1990 and stole 

pieces of art—including works by Rembrandt, Degas, Manet, 

and Vermeer—valued at approximately $300 million, which 

have never been recovered. Her tale reminded us of the dan¬ 

ger of placing trust solely in our traditional modes of security. 

Camila Alire described one of our worst nightmares—awak¬ 

ing to a call that millions of gallons of water had submerged 

the library’s collections—and walked us through the stages of 

recovering from such a catastrophic event. 

“Building the Budget: To Successfully Promote Your Pro¬ 

gram and to Meet Major Funding Demands for Preservation 

and Security” looked at how institutions set funding levels for 

preservation and security and sustain support in the face of 

budget uncertainty. Noting the dichotomy inherent in pro¬ 

tecting and sharing, Nancy Gwinn encouraged us to “use the 

power of the original” and to build on “the strength of our 

past” as recipes to garner support for preservation funding. 

James Neal reviewed core preservation program designs and 

described how their elements might be target marketed to 

funders. He enlightened us as to some of the traditional and 

entrepreneurial strategies for fund-raising, reminding us to 

leverage our assets to generate new income streams for con¬ 

servation and preservation. Deanna Marcum described the 

role of the Council on Library and Information Resources on 

the national front and asked what role preservation programs 

should play in the digital age. She noted that in the face of 

imperiled funding for preservation, the need increases for in- 
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dividual institutions to contribute to the national collection of 

scholarly resources and accept responsibility for preserving 

their share of materials that have lasting scholarly value. 

“Understanding Success: Measuring Effectiveness of Preser¬ 

vation and Security Programs” supplied us with a few exam¬ 

ples of how we might measure the impact of our preservation 

and security efforts. For example, James Reilly offered a new 

way of quantifying the impact of the storage environment on 

collections longevity as a basis on which to estimate the re¬ 

turn on investment for expensive heating, ventilating, and air- 

conditioning costs. Francis Ponti introduced us to statistical 

sampling methods and identified sampling projects undertak¬ 

en at the Library of Congress. In wrapping up the symposium 

session, Nancy Davenport, the Library of Congress’s director 

for acquisitions, suggested that seas of statistical data could be 

mined to provide useful snapshots of what is going on in our 

collections and reminded us to ask in so doing only those 

questions that have quantifiable answers. 

“Electronic Information and Digitization: Preservation and 

Security Challenges” shifted our concerns to the rapidly pro¬ 

liferating world of digital information and the challenges of 

preserving both born-digital information and format-based 

digital resources. Carl Fleischhauer pointed to the changing 

shape of preservation in the digital future and noted that al¬ 

though preservation of content in digital form often begins 

with security issues, such reasons alone are not sufficient to 

justify preservation of digital content. Musing on how digiti¬ 

zation might be accomplished within an institutional context, 

he added that simple copying is not enough—we must also 

consider the migration of content, emulation of the technical 

environment, and digital paleography. Maxwell Anderson 

pointed to our instinctive devotion to preserving all artworks 

and intellectual property at any cost, the instability and imper¬ 

manence of digital platforms, and the fluid and seemingly infi- 
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nite permutations of any digital experience as the three most 

vexing obstacles that cultural institutions face in the digital 

age. Clifford Lynch brought to our attention rough spots on 

the digital highway, especially with regard to digital copyright 

issues. He noted that whereas the scholarly and publishing 

communities have made considerable progress preserving in¬ 

formation in digital form—because of the commitment to 

permanent access shared throughout the entire community of 

authors, publishers, libraries, and readers involved with financ¬ 

ing, producing, distributing, managing, and using this litera¬ 

ture—the consumer marketplace lacks a similar shared vision, 

so that we face a looming copyright crisis as consumer goods 

move into digital form. 

“People, Buildings, and Collections: Innovations in Secu¬ 

rity and Preservation” posed such questions as, “How much 

security or preservation is too little or too much?” “How do 

cultural organizations that are typically open to the public 

maintain appropriate security and preservation measures?” 

and “What are some of the innovative and effective ways that 

organizations have maintained this balance?” With regard to 

the second question, Kenneth Lopez described efforts by the 

Library of Congress to work across administrative divisions to 

protect people, buildings, and collections. On the question of 

how much security is enough, James Williams pointed out 

that our best practices must provide for a reasonable level of 

stewardship and protection, while also offering the most rea¬ 

sonable level of access to our nation’s cultural resources, an 

effort that must be formalized in policy, founded on consider¬ 

ations of risk, and implemented to produce the desired level 

of protection for an institution and its cultural assets. Abby 

Smith illustrated some of the difficult choices that institutions 

and individuals must make when taking action to preserve 

cultural assets even though confronted with overwhelming 

amounts of information and limited preservation solutions. 
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She encouraged us not to be diverted from the business of 

preservation by the allure of new access technologies, and she 

challenged us to view the value of collections in relation to 

institutional goals and constituent needs and to examine how 

that value changes over time. New technologies, she points 

out, lor creating, disseminating, and preserving information 

are changing our sense of the intrinsic value of library collec¬ 

tions. 

Discussion on the theme “Envisioning New Directions: 

Cooperation in Preserving and Securing Collections Nation¬ 

ally and Internationally” gave us an opportunity to respond to 

some ol the ideas put forward with an eye toward articulating 

the most pressing issues we face and ways in which we might 

collaborate to address these concerns. 

Several strong themes emerged from our discussions, as a 

first step toward understanding where we need to go from 

here to create partnerships to advance integrated preservation 

and security efforts in our institutions. It was intentional that 

we focused discussion from the final session on the notion of 

cooperation, with the understanding that partnerships be¬ 

tween preservation and security programs within institutions 

are just taking shape and that building opportunities for fu¬ 

ture cooperation is an essential ingredient for constructing a 

strong infrastructure to protect cultural assets in all types of 

institutions. 

We asked the facilitators of our breakout sessions to gather 

participants’ ideas regarding two questions: (i) What are the 

top three challenges that we face in building stronger preser¬ 

vation and security programs? and (2) What are the top three 

suggestions that will help us better collaborate to strengthen 

our collective preservation and security capabilities? We iden¬ 

tified some of the top challenges as the following. 

• Institutions must find funding for both preservation and 

security. 
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• The impact of evolving technologies on preservation 

must be understood. 

• It is important for us to cooperate on several levels— 

both within and among institutions—in our national 

and regional programs for preservation and security. 

• Prioritization is crucial in selecting levels of importance 

and understanding current and potential use. It is espe¬ 

cially important in the more complex digital world. 

• We need to market preservation and security—to give 

them greater visibility, both internally, among stakehold¬ 

ers, and externally, within our communities. 

• Because we lack economic models for collaboration 

among institutions, we should seek the help of experts 

in structuring models and determining how best to use 

them. 

• We need to act as advocates within our institutions for 

preservation and security measures. 

• We need consensus on standards for preservation of digi¬ 

tal copies and standards for access to them. 

• Our buildings must become good repositories for valu¬ 

able collections through new construction or through 

retrofitting them to upgrade them. Facilities must meet 

minimum standards for preservation, security, theft sup¬ 

pression, and detection. 

• As we shape integrated security and preservation pro¬ 

grams and integrate them into our institutions, we 

should ask who the professionals are who will make this 

happen. What about their training, education, expertise? 

This list is not exhaustive, but it does provide a start to¬ 

ward mapping the areas we need to focus on in the future. 

After considering common challenges, we turned to de¬ 

veloping collaborative initiatives. In the area of collections se- 
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curity, we shared many interesting points and examples. In 

particular, we seem to agree that there is a need for rigor and 

business-like approaches—realizing that library directors, li¬ 

brary staff members, and scholars are all quite capable of being 

threats to the security of our collections and that we need to 

build safeguards and controls that assume the worst in human 

nature. As for collaborative action in this arena, the most im¬ 

portant is rapid and open sharing of information—both about 

particular threats and losses as well as about techniques that 

we have found effective in our local settings. 

In the area of preservation, three themes emerged. First, 

preservation must take many forms. Second, we need to pay 

more attention as a community to retention of the artifact. 

And, third, whatever we do, we must do it together, preferably 

as part of a coherent national strategy. 

At the Library of Congress, we have made a special effort 

in the last decade to develop a well-rounded preservation 

program—to look at environmental controls, rehousing, re¬ 

formatting, deacidification, digitization, and conservation as 

indispensable arrows in our preservation quiver, to be selected 

for the appropriate targets. It was encouraging to see each of 

these aspects of preservation assume importance at one point 

or another in our discussions—and no one of them ever put 

forward as a panacea in and of itself. We obviously have come 

to recognize the complexity of our task. 

In regard to concern about retention of the artifact, we 

elicited various ideas about how important this is, how many 

copies of any item are needed, what kinds of formats are 

needed, and who should retain them. The importance of re¬ 

taining the artifact surfaced among us as an issue in a sus¬ 

tained way that would not have typified such a conference 

five or six years ago. 

And, finally, symposium participants developed a host of 

ideas about ways to promote collaboration. 
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It was agreed that institutions should work collaboratively 

to develop a greater range of tools to assess a wide variety of 

security and preservation needs. More conferences like “To 

Preserve and Protect” might identify common interests and 

help the preservation and security communities organize to 

develop a structure that makes collaboration possible. Security 

should be an issue added to consortia agendas. Pooling tech¬ 

nology research and development would help us find preser¬ 

vation solutions. Beyond that, lobbying to clarify or modify 

the copyright law would help ensure our ability to preserve 

content. Licensed rather than owned content provisions could 

facilitate preservation of born-digital products. Other sugges¬ 

tions for collaboration included developing a shared database 

of potential preservation collections, building facilities that 

could be used by more than one institution, and developing a 

compelling story that could be told to convey these concerns. 

It is important to undertake standards development in all areas 

of security and preservation and to establish mechanisms for 

sharing information regarding security issues and infractions. 

We need to collaborate to preserve material by discipline or 

topic, identifying which institutions can tackle specific prob¬ 

lems, selectively distributing assignments, and meeting regu¬ 

larly to share ideas and resources. 

The Library of Congress is aware that the kind of national 

strategy we need must be developed thoughtfully with our 

major stakeholders. Many of those stakeholders were well 

represented in discussions at the symposium; but others, such 

as intellectual property owners, were not. 

In any case, at the same time that the Library of Congress 

is committed to leadership—doing what a national library 

should among its community of libraries—it is also commit¬ 

ted to leadership through collaboration. And so we would 

propose to advance the ideas brought forward here as a part¬ 

ner with the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) and the 
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Council on Library and Information Resources (CLIR) in 

the recently proposed “Joint Study on the State of Preserva¬ 

tion Programs in American Libraries.” 

Some of the components such a study needs to consider if 

it is to lead to a coherent, compelling national preservation 

strategy include deacidification, last-copy responsibilities, dig¬ 

itization, databases with easily accessible preservation infor¬ 

mation, and environmentally safe repositories. In addition, the 

Library of Congress will address other issues in the near term. 

One such issue is copyright legalities that have hampered our 

progress in coping with digital materials. In addition to accel¬ 

erating development of a full-production electronic copy¬ 

right deposit system—which we are now working on in re¬ 

sponse to the National Academy of Sciences study LC 21: A 

Digital Strategy for the Library of Congress (July 2000)—the Li¬ 

brary has plans to ask Congress to amend the copyright law 

to make clear the Library’s authority to copy open-access 

Web material, much as the current copyright law gives the 

Library the authority to tape news broadcasts without in¬ 

fringing the network’s copyrights. But more important, the 

Library is interested in obtaining authority to have author¬ 

ized agents do this work on our behalf, under clearly delin¬ 

eated conditions, both for access and for preservation. Al¬ 

though the initial focus would be on clarifying our relation¬ 

ship with the Internet Archive, our current partner, this 

concept of “agents” could, if judiciously applied, provide an 

opening for forms of collaboration in collections-building 

and preservation beyond what we have ever dreamed of as a 

community. 

The Library of Congress also plans to participate in a po¬ 

tential national collaborative initiative concerning the devel¬ 

opment of scholarly portals, described in the work that Jerry 

Campbell and others have done for ARL. This concept be¬ 

came a theme of the Library’s symposium “National Libraries 
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of the World,” held on October 23—26, 2000, as well, when 

our new colleague from the British Library, Lynne Brindley, 

described an initiative in Great Britain whereby the national 

library and various university libraries have agreed to take on 

responsibility for portals in specific subject areas. 

Because we often have more success with funders—cer¬ 

tainly at the national level—when we can demonstrate that 

we are solving multiple national problems simultaneously, it 

has occurred to us that we might think for the longer term 

about a similar but more expansive model in the United 

States. Could we choose a few subjects or disciplines, divide 

them among several libraries, and assign each library responsi¬ 

bility for permanent retention of the appropriate artifacts— 

properly deacidified and permanently stored at fifty degrees 

Fahrenheit and 35 percent relative humidity; documented in 

an internationally accessible database; and, to the extent copy¬ 

right or licenses permit, made accessible through the Internet 

for wide use? In this model, no library would have to give up 

anything, but through it we might have information and pre¬ 

dictable behaviors on which to base acquisitions, retention, 

and preservation decisions that we do not now have. Such a 

scheme is not without problems, of course, but it is also a 

wonderful opportunity to realize such a concerted national 

preservation and access program. Let us try to make some¬ 

thing as challenging as this happen in our lifetimes. 
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